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HILARY  TERM,  3  VICTORL€. 


REGULiE  GENERALES. 


Hilan/  Term,  3  Vict.  1840.       ^^'\m.''"' 

IT  IS  ORDERED,  That  every  person  who  shall  intend  to  Admission  of 

apply  for  admission  as  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  and  who  e"  chequer!  ^*** 

shall  not  have  been  admitted  an  attorney  and  solicitor  of  any 

other  Court,  shall,  (in  addition  to  the  notices  to  be  given  to 

the  Examiners,  Masters,  &c.,  as  required  by  a  rule  of  Hilary 

Term,  6  Will.  4,  1 836,  read  in  all  the  Courts),  for  the  space 

of  one  fuU  Term  previous  to  the  Term  in  which  he  shall 

apply  to  be  admitted,  cause  his  name  and  place  or  places 

of  abode  for  the  last  preceding  twelve  months,  and  also 

the  name  or  names  and  place  or  places  of  abode  of  the 

attorney  or  attomies  to  whom  he  shall  have  been  articled^ 

VOL.  VI.  B  M.  w. 


2  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUEBj 

Exch.  of  Pleat,  written  in  legible  characters^  to  be  affixed  in  the  Exchequer 

Office  of  Pleas,  in  such  place  as  public  notices  are  usually 
fixed ;  and  also  enter  or  cause  to  be  entered,  in  two  books 
to  be  kept  for  the  purpose,  one  at  the  Chambers  of  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  the  other  at  the  Chambers  of  the 
other  Barons  of  this  Court,  his  name  and  place  and  places 
of  abode  for  the  last  preceding  twelve  months,  and  also 
the  name  or  names  and  place  or  places  of  abode  of  the 
attorney  or  attomies  to  whom  he  shall  have  been  arti- 
cled. 

Abinoer,  J.  Gurnet, 

J.  Parke,  B.  M.  Bolfe. 

£•  H.Alderson, 


Forms  of  writa  It  IS  OBDEBED,  That  the  following  forms  of  writs, 
I'^&'i  victT***'  framed  by  the  Judges  pursuant  to  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict, 
ciio,  1.20.       c.  110.  s.  20,  be  used  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  next 

Easter  Term,  in  the  cases  to  which  they  are  applicable, 
with  such  alterations  as  the  nature  of  the  action,  the  de- 
scription of  the  Court  in  which  the  action  is  depending, 
the  character  of  the  parties,  or  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  may  render  necessary ;  and  that  in  all  cases  in  which 
the  judgment  is  for  a  penalty,  and  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
obtain  interest,  there  shall  be  a  memorandum  on  the  back 
or  at  the  foot  of  the  writ,  directing  the  sheriff  to  levy  the 
amount  of  the  sum  of  money  really  due  and  secured  by 
the  penalty,  and  of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered,  and 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  from 
the  time  when  the  judgment  was  entered  up,  or,  if  it  was 
entered  up  before  the  1st  October,  1838,  then  from  that 
day ;  and  that,  in  the  cases  in  which  the  amount  for  which 
the  judgment  has  been  given  is  less  than  the  amount  of 
the  sum  of  money  really  due  and  secured  by  the  penalty 
and  the  damages  and  costs  recovered^  and  the  interest 


HILARY   TBRM^   3  VICT.  8 

thereon  calculated  as  aforesaid^  it  shall  be  stated  in  the  Exeh.  •/  puat, 
body  of  the  writ,  that  the  sheriff  is  to  levy  interest  at  the  ^^' 

rate  of  41  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the day  of , 

and  on  the  back,  or  at  the  foot  of  the  writ^  there  shall  be 
a  memorandum  as  above  directed ;  and  that,  in  the  case  of 
an  assessment  of  further  damages  under  a  writ  of  scire 
facias,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  8  &;  9  Will.  3,  it  shall  be  stated 
in  the  body  of  the  writ  of  execution,  that  the  sheriff  is  to 
levy  interest  on  the  damages  assessed  and  costs  taxed  in 
that  behalf,  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  from 
the  day  on  which  execution  was  awarded,  unless  execution 
▼as  awarded  before  the  Ist  October,  1838,  and,  in  that 
case,  from  that  day.  But  it  is  further  ordered,  that  any 
variance,  not  being  in  matter  of  substance,  shall  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  writs  sued  out. 


No.l. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  Grod,  of  the  United  Kingdom  writ  of  capiu 
of  Great   Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  »«^  •*^»''»«*- 

'  '  enaumi  on  a 

Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of ,  greeting.     We  command  you  judgment  in 

>o  o  J         the  Court  of 

that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  bailiwick.  Queen's  Bench, 
and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  may  have  his  body  before  i^umpsitT"  ^ 
09  at  Westminster,  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof, 

to  satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  the  said  A.  B.  lately  in  our 

Court  before  us  at  Westminster  recovered  against  the  said 
C.  D.  for  his  damages  which  he  had  sustained,  as  well  on 
occasion  of  the  not  performing  certain  promises  and  under- 
takings then  lately  made  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B., 
aa  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  that 
behalf  expended;  whereof  the  said  C.  D.  is  convicted,  as 
appears  to  us  of  record ;  together  with  interest  upon  the 
•aid  sum  of  £ ,  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  centum  per  an- 
num, from  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 

b2 


Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUERj 

(a),  on  which  day  the  judgment  aforesaid  was  entered 

up ;  and  have  there  then  this  writ. 

Witness^  Thomas  Lord  Denman^  at  Westminster,  on  the 
day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 

Note. — This  and  all  other  writs  of  execution  may  be  made  returnable 
on  a  day  certain  in  term. 


money. 


No.  2. 
Writ  of  capias        Victoria,  by*  the  Grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Kingdom 
endum*onan     ®^   Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the 
order  of  the       Faith,  to  the   Shcriflf  of ,  CTeetinff .     We  command 

Court  of  '  9  b  & 

Queen's  Bench,  you  that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  baili- 
or  paym  -^^Jck,  and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  may  have  his  body 

before  us  at  Westminster,  immediately  after  the  execution 

hereof,  to  satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  lately  in  our  Court 

before  us  at  Westminster,  by  a  rule  of  our  said  Court,  in- 
titled,  &c.,  [as  the  case  may  be],  were  by  the  said  Court 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.,  and 
further  to  satisfy  the  said  A.  B.  interest  upon  the  said  sum 

of  £ ,  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  centum  per  annum  from 

the day  of  ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord (A),  on 

which  day  the  said  rule  was  made ;  and  have  there  then  this 
writ. 

Witness,  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  at  Westminster,  on  the 
day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 


Writ  of  capias 
ad  tatisfaci* 
endum,  on  an 


No.  3. 
Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  Gt)d,  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Lreland,  Queen,   Defender  of  the 


(a)  The  day  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  entered  up,  or  if  entered 
up  prior  to  the  1st  of  October,  1838, 
say,  from  the  Ist  day  of  October,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1838,  omitting 
the  words  "  on  which  day  the  judg- 
ment aforesaid  was  entered  up." 


(b)  The  day  on  which  the  rule 
was  made,  or  if  it  were  made  prior 
to  the  Ist  of  October,  1838,  say, 
from  the  1st  day  of  October,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1838,  omitting 
the  words  "  on  which  day  the  said 
rule  was  made." 


k 
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Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of y  greeting.     We  command  yon  Exch.  of  PUos, 

that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  bailiwick,  '   . 

and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  may  have  his  body  before  order  of  the 
us  at  Westminster,  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof.  Queen's  Bench, 

to  satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  ktely  in  our  Court  before  us  Son^yTnT'  ""^ 

at  Westminster,  by  a  rule  of  our  said  Court,  intitled,  &c.,  ^^*^' 
[as  the  case  may  Ae],  were  by  the  said  Court  ordered  to  be 
paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  said  rule,  which  said  costs  were  afterwards,  on 

the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord y  taxed 

and  allowed  by  our  said  Court,  at  the  sum  of  £ ,  and 

farther  to  satisfy  the  said  C.  D.,  the  said  sum  of  £ (a), 

together  with  interest  upon  the  said  two  severAl  sums  of 
& and  £ ,  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  centum  per  an- 
num, firom  the  said day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our 

Lord (A) ;  and  have  there  then  this  writ. 

Witness,  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  at  Westminster,  on  the 
day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 


No.  4. 
Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Kingdom  writ  of  capias 
of  Great  Britain  and  Lreland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  *d  satisfed- 

endum,  on  a 

Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of ^  greeting.    We  command  you  judjfment  in  an 

that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  bailiwick,  in  an  action  of 
and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  have  his  body  before  us  mov™d'*liuo'*' 
at  Westminster  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof,  to  ^**®  ^**"''  ®^ 

Queen's  Bench. 

satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  the  said  A.  B.  lately  in  [insert 

the  style  of  the  Court'],  by  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court, 
recovered  against  the  said  C.  D.  for  his  damages,  which  he 
Iiad  sustained  as  well  on  occasion  of  the  not  performing 

(a)  The  amouut    of   the   costs  were  prior  to  the  1st  of  October, 

taxed.  1838,  say,  from  the  1st  day  of  Oc- 

[h)  The  day  on  which  the  costs  tober,  in  the   year  of  our   Lord 

of  the  rale  were  taxed,  or  if  that  1838. 
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CASES    IN   THE    EXCHEQUER, 


Exch,  of  Pleat,  certain  promises  and  undertakings  then  latelj  made  by 

the  said  C,  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.^  as  for  his  costs  and  charges 
by  him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the 
said  C.  D.  is  convicted,  as  appears  to  us  of  record,  and 

which  judgment  was  afterwards,  on  the day  of , 

in  the  year  of  our  Lord  ,  removed  into  our  Court 

before  us  at  Westminster,  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  our 

said  Court  before  us  at  Westminster,  [or,  of ,  one  of 

the  justices  of  our  said  Court  before  us  at  Westminster,  as 
the  case  may  be"],  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  and  the  costs  attendant  upon  the  ap- 
plication for  the  said  order,  and  upon  the  said  removal, 

were,  on  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord , 

taxed  and  allowed  by  our  said  Court  before  us  at  West- 
minster at  the  sum  of  £ ,  and  further  to  satisfy  the 

said  A.  B.  the  said  sum  of  £ (a),  together  with  interest 

upon  the  said  two  several  sums  of  £ and  £ ,  at 

the  rate  of  4/.  per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  said 

day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord {b) ;  and  have 

there  then  this  writ. 

Witness,  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  at  Westminster,  on 
the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 


Writ  of  capiat 
ad  satisfaci- 
endum, on  an 
order  of  an 
inferior  Court 
for  payment  of 
money,  removed 
into  the  Court 
of  Queen's 
Bench. 


No.  5. 
Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the 

Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of ,  greeting.   We  command  you 

that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  found  in  your  bailiwick, 
and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  may  have  his  body  before 
us  at  Westminster  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof, 
to  satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  lately  in  [insert  the  style  of 


(a)   The  costs  attendant  upon      of  Queen's  Bench, 
the  removal  of  the  judgment  out  (b)  The  day  on  which  the  costs 

of  the  inferior  Court  into  the  Court      of  removal  were  taxed. 
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the  Cauri] ,  hj  a  rale  of  the  said  Court,  intitled,  &c.  [as  the  Exeh.  of  puqb^ 
cage  may  be],  were  by  the  said  Court  ordered  to  be  paid 
hj  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.,  and  which  rule  was 

afterwards,  on  the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our 

Lord  ,  removed  into  our  Court  before  us  at  West-? 

minster,  by  an  order  of  our  said  Court  before  us  at  West- 
minster, [or,  of ,  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said  Court 

before  us  at  Westminster,  as  the  case  may  be"],  in  pursuance 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and  the 
costs  attendant  upon  the  application  for  the  said  last-men- 
tioned order,  and  upon  the  said  removal,  were,  on  the 

day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ,  taxed  and  al- 
lowed by  our  said  Court  before  Us  at  Westminster  at  the 

sum  of  £ ,  and  also  to  satisfy  the  said  A.  B.  the  said 

sum  of  £ (a),  together  with  interest  on  the  said  two 

leveral  sums  of  £ and  £ ,  at  the  rate  of  41.  per 

centum  per  annum,  from  the  said  day  of ,  in 

the  year  of  our  Lord {b) ;  and  have  there  then  this 

mrit. 

Witness,  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  at  Westminster,  on 
the day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 


No.  6. 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God,  of  the  United  Kingdom  Writ  of  capias 

of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  Queen,  Defender  of  the  endumfon  an 

Faith,  to  the  Sheriff  of ,  greeting.   We  command  you  ?'^^\  <»''*" 

'  ^  &  o        ^  J         inferior  Court 

that  you  take  C.  D.,  if  he  shall  be  foimd  in  your  bailiwick,  for  payment 
and  him  safely  keep,  so  that  you  may  have  his  body  before  money  and 
us  at  Westminster  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof,  I'nJo'the  CoL*  t 
to  satisfy  A.  B.  £ ,  which  lately  in  [insert  the  style  of  of  Queen's 

Bench. 

the  Court],  by  a  rule  of  the  said  Court,  intitled,  &c.,  [as 


(a)  The  costs  of  removing  the  (6)  The  day  on  which  the  costs 

fule  of  the  inferior  Court  into  the      of  removal  were  taxed. 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 
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1840. 


EjMh.  of  Pleat,  the  cose  may  be],  were  by  the  said  Court  ordered  to  be 

paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.^  and  also  £ for 

the  costs  of  the  said  rule^  by  the  said  Court  also  ordered 
to  be  paid  by  the  said  C.  D.  to  the  said  A.  B.^  which  said 

rule  was  afterwards^  on  the day  of ,  in  the  year 

of  our  Lord ,  removed  into  our  Court  before  us  at 

Westminster,  by  an  order  of  our  said  Court  before  us  at 

Westminster,  [or,  of ,  one  of  the  justices  of  our  said 

Court  before  us  at  Westminster,  as  the  case  may  be] ,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and 
the  costs  attendant  upon  the  application  for  the  said  last- 
mentioned  order,  and  upon  the  said  removal,  were,  on  the 

— —  day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord ,  taxed  and 

allowed  by  our  said  Court  before  us  at  Westminster  at  the 

sum  of  £ ,  and  also  to  satisfy  the  said  A.  B.  the  said 

sum  of  £ (a),  together  with  interest  on  the  said  three 


sums  of  £• 


and£- 


— ,  and  £ ,  at  the  rate  of  41. 

per  centum  per  annum,  from  the day  of ,  in  the 

year  of  our  Lord {b) ;  and  have  there  then  this  writ. 

Witness,  Thomas  Lord  Denman,  at  Westminster,  the 
day  of ,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord . 


Denman, 

N.  C.  TiNDAL, 

Abinger, 

J.  LiTTLEDALE, 

J.  Parke, 
J.  B.  Bosanquet, 
E.  H.  Alderson, 
J.  Patteson, 


J.  GURNEY, 

J.  Williams, 

J.  T.  COLERIDOE, 
T.  COLTMAN, 

T.  Erskine, 
W.  H.  Maule, 

B.  M.  BOLFE. 


{ja)  The  costs  of  removing  the 
rule  from  the  inferior  Court  into 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 


{b)  The  day  on  which  the  costs 
of  removing  the  rule  from  the  in- 
ferior Court  were  taxed. 
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E;tck.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Stapleton  r.  John  Nowell  and  Jonathan  Nowell:  "      ' 

INDEBITATUS  assumpsit  for  wharfage,  and  on  an  ac-  A  plea  of  pay- 
count  stated. — ^The  particulars  stated,  that  the  action  was  by  two°dyj!Id-' 
brought  for  wharfage,  to  the  amount  of  50/.,  due  from  the  f"^'  Pleaded 

^  *^  '  '  to  one  or  more 

defendants  to  the  plaintiff.     The  defendants  pleaded  pay-  indebitatus 
ment  into  Court  of  10/.,  and  no  damages  ultra;  to  which  only  that  the 
the  plaintiff  replied,  damages  ultra.     At  the  trial  before  clu,f  ff  acfion 
AldersaUy  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Michaelmas  ®?  Z^^  **'  *"<>'« 

^  of  the  contracts 

Term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  of  a  declared  on, 
wharf  on  a  canal,  and  the  defendants  were  contractors  for  of  the  sum  paid 
supplying  the  London  and  Birmingham  Railway  Company  J,"  [  admiuhc 
with  waggons  and  various  other  articles.     The  plaintiff's  defendanu' 

^'^    .  _  ^  joint  liability  to 

counsel  put  in  a  letter  from  the  defendant  Jonathan  Nowell,  any  greater 
in  answer  to  a  demand  by  the  plaintiff  for  payment  of  the  thouj^h^'the" 
50/.,  in  which  he  stated  that  "he  was  sure  the  charge  for  P>a|nt>ff gives 

'  ®  evidence  aliun- 

wharfage  must  hare  been  made  through  some  mistake,  as  ^^  to  fix  one  of 
his  wharfage  account  with  the  plaintiff  had  been  settled,  and  with  liability 
no  fresh  liability  had  been  incurred.  It  was  true  there  were  ^ounl*^*' 
a  few  waggons  on  the  wharf,  but  they  could  be  removed  if 
the  plaintiff  desired  it."    It  was  proved  also,  that  goods  of 
the  kind  supplied  by  the  defendants,  amongst  them  some 
waggons,  were  seen  on  the  wharf  at  that  time.     No  evi- 
dence was  given  to  shew  the  joint  liability  of  the  defendant 
John  Nowell,  but  it  was  insisted  for  the  plaintiff,  that  by 
the  payment  of  money  into  Court  the  joint  liability  of  the 
defendants  was  admitted.     The  learned  judge  was  of  a  dif- 
ferent opinion,  and  accordingly  directed  a  nonsuit. 

Kelly  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction.— ^Taking  the  plea  of  payment  into  Court  and  the 
evidence  together,  a  liability,  at  least  to  some  amount, 
was  established  against  both  the  defendants.  The  pay- 
ment of  money  into  Court  by  them  both,  under  a  joint 
plea,  was  an  admission  of  their  joint  liability,  and  rendered 


10  CASES   IN    THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

Bxek,  of  Pleas,  the  admission  contained  in  the  letter  of  the  one  evidence 
^  '  ^  against  the  other.  Ravenscrofi  v.  Wise  (a)  is  expressly  in 
Stapleton  point.  That  was  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  against 
NowELL.  four  defendants  for  wages  due  under  a  written  contract. 
The  defendants  paid  money  into  Court;  and  it  was  held 
that  they  were  thereby  precluded  from  shewing  that  one  of 
them  was  not  a  party  to  the  contract.  [Alderson,  B. — ^That 
case  must  now  be  considered  as  having  been  overruled 
by  Kingham  v.  Robins  (b),  in  which  the  whole  doctrine 
as  to  the  effect  of  payment  of  money  into  Court  was 
fully  considered.]  There  was  not  in  that  case  any  ques- 
tion of  joint  or  several  liability ;  the  question  was^  whe- 
ther the  defendant  was  liable  at  all^  the  jury  having  nega- 
tived the  existence  of  any  contract  for  the  fixtures  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff.  But  here  there  was  evidence  aliunde 
against  one  of  the  defendants ;  the  only  question  was^  whe- 
ther the  other  was  jointly  liable  with  him.  [Alderson, 
B. — ^Where  is  the  distinction  in  principle?  If  the  plea  of 
payment  into  Court  cannot  render  a  man  liable  who  would 
not  otherwise  be  liable  at  all,  how  can  it  render  one  man 
jointly  liable  with  another,  who  is  not  proved  to  be  so?] 
The  act  of  payment  into  Court  is  evidence  independent  of 
the  plea :  it  is  evidence  of  an  admission  of  liability  to  some 
part  of  the  plaintiff  ^s  demand,  amounting  to  the  sum  paid 
in.  There  is,  therefore,  an  admission  here  of  a  partner- 
ship liability  as  to  some  demand  for  wharfage;  then  the 
other  evidence  shews  it  to  be  an  entire  contract.  It  is  the 
same  as  if  the  two  defendants  had  made  a  payment  in 
consequence  of  a  vivfi  voce  demand  on  both.  [Alderson, 
B. — You  cannot  draw  from  a  plea  the  same  inference  as 
from  an  act  done.  If,  in  trespass,  the  defendant  pleaded 
not  guilty  and  a  justification,  no  use  could  be  made  of  the 
admission  in  the  latter  plea  to  disprove  the  former;  but  if 
he  were  to  say  in  conversation,  "  I  did  the  act  complained 

(«)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  203 ;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  676.  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  94. 
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ofj  but  I  was  justified  in  doing  it/^  that  would  be  good  Exek.  of  PUag, 
evidence  for  that  purpose.]     Here  the  plea,  having  been     v  ^      ^ 
pleaded  after  the  demand  of  a  specific  amount  made     Stapleton 
upon  both  the  defendants,  assumes  the  character  of  an  act       Nowbll. 
done.     Here,  also,  a  contract  has  been  proved.     In  King- 
ham  V.  Robin$,  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  prove  a  contract 
and  failed. 

AxnERsoM,  B. — ^If  this  question  were  now  to  be  consi- 
dered for  the  first  time  after  the  case  of  Ravenscroft  v. 
Wi$€^  I  should  have  been  very  desirous,  whatever  were 
mj  own  opinion  of  the  authority  of  that  case,  to  give  Mr. 
Kelfy  a  rule,  for  the  purpose  of  re-considering  it.  But 
after  the  case  of  KingJiam  v.  Robins^  and  the  authorities 
there  cited,  and  the  full  discussion  which  this  subject  then 
underwent,  I  think  the  case  of  Ravenscroft  v.  Wise  must 
be  considered  as  virtually  overruled.  The  doctrines  laid 
down  by  the  Judges  in  the  case  of  Kingham  v.  Robins,  ap- 
pear to  me  to  have  put  the  principles  of  law  applicable  to 
this  subject  on  a  clear  and  simple  foundation.  Nor  were 
they  then  laid  down  for  the  first  time,  for  I  distinctly  re- 
collect Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  then  on  the  Northern  Circuit, 
stating  the  rule  very  clearly,  and  almost  in  a  similar  case, 
that  payment  of  money  into  Court  admits  the  contract 
set  forth  in  the  declaration,  for  this  reason,  that  the 
payment  admits  that  something  is  due,  and  therefore 
must  admit  that  the  contract  was  made  by  which  alone 
anything  is  due,  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 
But  that  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an  indebitatus 
count,  because  that  is  not  confined  to  one  contract,  but 
may  extend  to  an  indefinite  number  of  contracts  between 
the  parties;  and  therefore  the  payment  of  money  into 
Court  only  in  substance  admits,  that  on  some  one  or  more 
of  these  contracts  or  causes  of  action,  stated  in  the  general 
count,  the  defendant  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plain- 
tiff here  says.  On  one  or  more  of  several  contracts  I  have  a 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  cause  of  action.  The  defendants  say^  on  one  or  more  of 
^  ^  .  those  several  contracts  the  plaintiflF  has  a  cause  of  action 
stapleton  to  the  extent  of  10/. ;  but  on  the  residue  of  the  contracts 
NowELL.  he  has  no  such  claim.  The  plaintiflF,  therefore,  must  shew 
a£SrmativeIy  that  there  is  some  contract  on  which  both 
the  defendants  are  liable,  beyond  the  amount  of  the  10/. 
paid  by  both  the  defendants  into  Court.  If  he  proves  no 
contract  at  all  against  both  defendants,  he  fails  altogether. 
If  he  proves  that  there  is  a  contract  on  which  both  the 
defendants  are  liable,  he  must  shew  that  upon  that  con- 
tract more  is  due  than  is  covered  by  the  payment  into 
Court.  Here  the  plaintiff  proved  a  prima  facie  case  against 
one  of  the  two  defendants,  but  none  against  the  other; 
but  he  says,  as  John  Nowell  has  paid  money  into  Court, 
he  OLiust  be  taken  as  having  admitted  the  particular  con- 
tract on  which  Jonathan  Nowell  was  proved  to  be  liable. 
But  both  defendants  may  be  jointly  liable  on  one  contract, 
and  for  a  sum  not  greater  than  that  paid  into  Court,  and 
Jonathan  Nowell  alone  upon  the  contract  proved.  Now 
the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  satisfy  the  jury  affirmatively 
that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  against  both  upon  that  con- 
tract. If  it  be  left  in  ambiguity  whether  he  is  so  entitled 
or  not,  he  cannot  succeed.  Therefore,  as  it  is  equally  con- 
sistent with  the  facts  here  proved,  either  that  both  defend- 
ants are  indebted  or  only  one,  the  jury  cannot  say  affirm- 
atively whether  John  Nowell  is  liable  on  this  contract,  and 
ought  to  be  directed  to  find  for  the  defendants.  If  so, 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  On  these  grounds  I 
retain  my  opinion,  that  the  nonsuit  was  right. 

GuRNBY,  B. — I  think  the  nonsuit  was  right,  and  I  can 
add  nothing  to  the  reasons  given  for  it  by  my  Brother 
Aldersofn. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Eastwick  v.  Harman. 

JLIEBT  for  wages^  money  paid^  and  on  an  account  stated. 
Pleas — first,  nunquam  indebitatus ;  secondly,  payment  be- 
fore action  brought ;  thirdly,  a  set-off  for  money  had  and 
received  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  use  of  the  defendant :  on 
which  issues  were  joined.  The  particulars  of  demand  were 
as  follows : — "  This  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of 
the  sum  of  11/.  10s.  4(1.,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
day  the  same  became  payable  to  the  day  of  payment 
thereof,  being  the  balance  now  remaining  due  from 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  following  account, 
viz. : — 

For  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for 
the  use  of  the  defendant,  in  and 
during  the  years  1838  and  1839  £  23     2    0 

By  cash  received  at  various  times 
during  the  same  period,  on  ac- 
count thereof     -        -        - 


19 


0 


3  17    0 


Also  for  wages  due  from  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff,  for  services 
performed  for  16  months  in  the 
same  years         -         -         -         - 

By  cash  received  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  from  the  defendant's  at- 
torney, in  the  month  of  July  in- 
stant, on  account  thereof  - 


22  13     4 


15     0    0 


7  13     4 


Exch.  of  PUas, 
1840. 


Where  a  plain- 
tiff g:iveB  credit 
in  his  pardcu- 
lara  of  demand 
for  payments, 
whether  made 
before  or  aAer 
action  brought, 
and  goes  only 
for  the  balance, 
a  plea  of  pay- 
ment is  to  be 
taken  as  plead- 
ed to  such  ba- 
lance ;  and  if 
the  defendant 
proves  pay- 
ments to  that 
amount,  inde- 
pendently of  the 
sums  credited 
in  the  particu- 
lars, he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict. 


£11  10    4 


The  following  were  the  particulars  of  the  defendant's 
setoff:— 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas,  Cash  paid  to  the  plaintiff  at  several  times 
.  J^^'.  .         in  1838  and  1839    -        -        -        -  £  30  10    0 

Eastwick      April  29,  1839 — By  cash  received   by  the 
Harmar.  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  defendant  -       113     0 

July  10— By  ditto  paid  to  Mr.  Lyde  -        -     15     0    0 

£47    3    0 

At  the  trial  before  Gurnet/,  B,,  at  the  Middlesex  Sitting 
after  Michaelmas  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  in  the  defendant's  service  as  coachman  and 
groom,  from  February,  1838,  to  June,  1839.  His  wages  for 
that  period  amounted  to  the  sum  of  22/.  13^.  4id,,  men- 
tioned in  the  particulars,  and  he  proved  also  the  payment 
of  a  sum  of  1/.  on  account  of  the  defendant.  It  appeared 
also,  that  on  application  being  made,  before  the  action  was 
brought,  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  (Mr.  Lyde)  to  the  de- 
fendant for  payment,  and  no  answer  being  received,  a  writ 
was  sued  out ;  but  before  service  of  it,  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney received  an  answer  from  the  defendant's  attorney, 
desiring  that  the  defendant  might  be  furnished  with  the 
plaintiff's  account,  and  it  should  be  arranged.  The  plain- 
tiff's attorney  wrote  in  answer,  (without  stating  that  a  writ 
had  been  sued  out),  ^'  to  save  ftirther  trouble,  I  inclose  a 
receipt  for  15/.,  and  you  must  also  allow  me  what  you  like 
for  my  attendances."  The  defendant's  attorney  accordingly 
saw  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  told  him  '^  they  should 
tender  more  than  was  due;"  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
said  he  should  admit  the  tender,  and  desired  him  to  pay  the 
15/.,  which  was  the  sum  given  credit  for  in  the  plaintiff's 
particulars.  The  defendant's  attorney  accordingly  gave  a 
cheque  for  the  15/.,  which  was  expressed  in  the  receipt  to 
be  received  on  account  and  without  prejudice.  The  writ 
was,  however,  subsequently  served,  and  the  action  pro- 
ceeded with.  For  the  defendant,  it  was  contended,  that  as 
the  plaintiff,  by  his  particulars,  admitted  the  receipt  of  this 
sum  of  15/.,  he  must  be  taken  to  exclude  it  from  his  de- 
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mand,  aHhough  received  after  the  commencement  of  the  Bxck,  of  puom, 
action.    Evidence  was  also  given  of  payments  to  the  plain-     ^   ^^^'  . 
tiff  at  different  times  daring  the  period  of  his  service,      Eastwick 
amounting  altogether  to  about  22/.,  and  of  a  conversa-      Harmav. 
tion  with  him  shortly  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  in  which  he  stated,  that  he  should  sue  the  defend- 
ant for  27/.,  the  whole  amount  due  to  him  before  he  re- 
ceived any  money ;  but  that  if  he  had  signed  his  name  to 
any  paper,  or  there  had  been  any  witness  when  he  received 
money  from  the  defendant  or  any  of  his  family,  he  should 
have  had  nothing  to  receive.     The  learned  Judge  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say,  upon  the  evidence,  whether,  excluding 
the  payment  of  the  15/.  from  their  consideration,  they  were 
satisfied  that  anything  remained  due  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
whether  he  had  been  paid  all  that  was  due  to  him :  and 
the  jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Hunrfrey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection. — ^The  15/.  not  having  been  paid  until  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  defendant  was  not 
entitled  to  take  advantage  of  it  under  this  plea,  which  is  a 
plea  in  bar  of  payment  before  action  brought.  That  issue, 
therefore,  was  wrongly  found  for  the  defendant.  [Alder^ 
im,  B. — Does  not  the  case  fall  within  the  rule  of  Trinity 
Term,  1  Vict.,  the  payment  being  credited  in  the  particu- 
lars?] That  rule  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  a  pay- 
ment after  action  brought.  Its  object  is  to  meet  cases 
where  the  plaintiff,  ''to  avoid  the  expense  of  a  plea  of 
payment/'  has  given  credit  in  the  particulars  :  that  must 
apply  to  payments  before  action  brought.  In  order,  there- 
fore, to  sustain  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove 
payment  before  action  brought.  [Alderson,  B. — It  is  clear 
from  the  particulars,  that  the  plaintiff  goes  for  a  balance, 
after  admitting  this  as  a  proper  payment.  The  particu- 
lars put  you  in  the  same  position  as  if  the  defendant  had 
paid  money  into  Court,  and  the  plaintiff  had  gone  on 
afterwards  and  had  recovered  no  more :  in  that  case  he 
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Exch.  oj  Pleat,  would  have  had  to  pay  all  the  costs.]     But  in  that  case 

there  is  a  period  at  which  the  plaintiff  has  an  opportunity 
of  staying  his  hand,  and  of  obtaining  his  costs  down  to 
the  time :  in  this  case  he  had  no  such  option.  Whatever, 
therefore,  might  be  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  independ- 
ently of  the  15/.,  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  reco- 
ver in  respect  of  that  sum. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  there  ought  to  be  no  rule.  It 
seems  to  me,  that  where  the  limit  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
is  defined  by  the  bill  of  particulars,  and  he  is  going  only 
for  a  balance,  after  crediting  payments,  whenever  made, 
the  plea  of  payment  is  to  be  taken  with  reference  to  that 
balance.  If  so,  the  verdict  is  certainly  right,  because  the 
defendant  has  proved  payment  to  a  greater  amount  than 
the  balance  claimed.  If  this  were  not  so,  gross  injustice 
might  follow.  It  is  the  same  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  two 
demands,  and  by  his  particulars  said,  I  do  not  go  for  one 
of  them,  but  only  for  the  other.  That  is  one  view  of  the 
case.  But,  moreover,  the  plaintiff  has  had  the  advantage  of 
having  it  left  to  the  jury,  whether,  exclusively  of  the  15/., 
and  supposing  it  to  have  been  paid  solely  as  the  price  of 
peace,  any  money  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
action  brought.  On  that  point  there  was  eridence  both 
ways,  and  the  jury  might  infer  from  the  subsequent  pay- 
ment that  there  was  something  due;  but  there  was  also 
evidence  on  which  they  might  find  that  the  whole  amount 
due  had  been  paid ;  and  even  if  we  were  dissatisfied  with 
their  verdict,  the  amount  claimed  is  under  20/.  I  see  no 
misdirection :  the  learned  Judge  may  have  made  strong 
observations  on  matters  of  fact,  but  there  was  no  mis- 
direction in  point  of  law. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  think  I  gave  the  plaintiff  too  great  an 
advantage  by  excluding  the  15/.;  but,  independently  of 
that,  the  plaintiff  had  clearly  no  claim  by  his  own  admis- 
sions. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleats 
1840. 

Classet  v.  Drayton. 

r  ITZHERBERT  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  An  affidavit  in 
the  interlocutory  judgment  signed  in  this  cause  (an  action  J^ ^«  wWe  m  * 
on  a  bill  of  exchange)  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irreffu-  }"V^^^ocutory 

^  '  °       judgment  must 

klity.  state  in  express 

tenns  that  judg- 
ment has  been 

Mt,  on  shewing  cause,  objected  that  the  affidavit  in  wf^hrid"n"oVto 
lupport  of  the  motion  did  not  shew  that  anv  iuderment  ^®  sufficient  to 

J  .  ^   J      to  jtate  that  a  rule 

had  been  signed.     It  was  only  stated  that  a  rule  to  com-  to  compute  had 
pute  principal  and  interest  had  been  served  on  the  defend-  the'd^cndant 
ant,  but  there  was  no  direct  statement  of  the  signing  of 
the  judgment. 

FUzherbertj  contra,  urged  that  this  was  sufficient,  be- 
cause the  service  of  the  rule  to  compute  implied  a  previous 
judgment.  He  submitted  also,  that  as  the  judgment  was 
an  act  of  the  CJourt,  it  need  not  appear  by  affidavit. 

The  Court,  however,  held  the  affidavit  to  be  clearly  in- 
efficient, and  the  rule  was 

Discharged. 


PuoH  V.  Kerr,  Esq. 

•LHE  Court  having  decided  in  this  case  that  the  rule  for  in  a  cause  in 
hanging  the  venue,  obtained  by  the  defendant,  was  con-  ^as^iaidtn***"*^ 

Middlesex,  the 
Court,  on  the  30th  of  January,  made  absolute  a  rule  for  changing  the  venue,  obtained  by 
^  defendant,  **  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  application,  and  of  all  costs  reasonably  and 
^fi<ie  incurred  and  rendered  useless  by  that  rule."  The  plaintiff's  witnesses  were  at  that 
^wi  their  way  from  Wales  to  London,  the  sittings  commencing  on  the  1st  of  February.  The 
^^<Unt  drew  up  the  rule  and  served  it  on  the  plaintiff,  and  served  notice  of  taxation  for  the  1st 
•f  Pebrniry.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  withdrew  the  record,  and  sent  back  her  witnesses  into  the 
f^try.  On  the  8th  of  February,  the  cosU  were  Uxed  under  the  rule  at  209/.  \\$.\  on  the 
V^b|  the  defendant  gave  notice  that  he  abandoned  the  rule,  and  the  Court  held  that  he  had  a 
^^  to  do  so,  the  rule  being  only  conditional.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
^Trinity  Term,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff:— He/</,  that  the  209/.  lis.  were  not, 
'"^  the  drcumttances,  costs  in  the  cause. 

VOL.  VI.  C  M.  W, 
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E*ek.  cf  PkM,  ditional  only^  and  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  abandon 
1840.  j^  ^^^  ^^  cause  was  tried  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after 
last  Trinity  Term^  before  Gumey,  B.,  when  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a  verdict^  damages  65/.  lOt.  The  costs  were 
taxed  on  the  14th  of  November^  before  Master  Walker, 
the  same  officer  who  had  taxed  the  costs  under  the  rule  to 
change  the  venue :  and  without  going  into  any  firesh  tax- 
ation of  those  costs^  he  allowed  the  whole  sum  of  209/.  lis, 
before  taxed^  as  costs  in  the  cause.  Cresswell  having  ob- 
tained a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  shoidd  not 
review  his  taxation^  on  the  grounds^  firsts  that  under  the 
circumstances^  these  were  not  recoverable  as  costs  in  the 
cause,  and  secondly,  that  the  Master  had,  on  the  original 
taxation  of  them,  refused  to  hear  affidavits  tendered  by 
the  defendant,  to  shew  that  they  were  unnecessarily  in- 
curred,— 

Jervis  and  Welsby  shewed  cause. — These  are  clearly  costs 
in  the  cause.  The  rule  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover,  as  costs  in  the  cause,  all  monies  reasonably  ex- 
pended, without  any  default  on  his  part,  in  the  conduct 
of  the  cause.  The  plaintiff  here  was  guilty  of  no  default 
or  misconduct  in  respect  to  these  costs ;  they  were  neces- 
sarily incurred  for  the  purpose  of  being  ready  for  trial 
here,  in  case  the  venue  should  not  be  changed.  It  will 
be  said  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  kept  her  wit- 
nesses in  town  and  gone  on  to  trial;  but  the  record  was 
withdrawn  under  the  bona  fide  belief  that  the  defendant 
was  bound  and  woidd  abide  by  the  rule  for  changing  the 
venue,  which  he  had  actually  drawn  up  and  served;  and 
the  plaintiff  had  no  notice  until  the  11th  of  February, 
several  days  after  the  cause  would  have  been  tried  in  due 
course,  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  abandon  the  rule. 
Here  could  be  no  complete  taxation  under  that  rule, 

(a)  5  M.&W.164. 
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vntil  tbe  witnessea  had  returned  into  the  country.    The  ExcIl  of  puat, 

test,  wheUier  it  would  have  been  an  erroneous  proceed-    ^     ^^' 

iB^  on  the  plaintiff's  part  to  try  the  cause  here,  was  pro* 

perly  implied,  in  order  to  determine  whether  tiie  change 

of  yenue  was  absolute  or  only  conditional;  but  the  ques- 

tktt  now  is^  whether  there  was  any  aetuai  Agfindt  on  the 

part  of  the  plaintiff  (a). 

Cresswell  and  Peacock,  contra. — ^No  part  of  this  sum  of 

209/»  11#.  is  costs  in  the  cause,  payable  by  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  try  the  cause  in  IVGddlesex, 

nbject  to  the  right  of  the  Court  to  change  the  venue.    It 

was  originally  entered  tat  trial  in  Middlesex ;  the  record 

was  then  withdrawn,  and  it  was  re-entered  and  tried  at  a 

lubsequent  sittings  in  Middlesex.     It  did  not  stand  over 

as  a  remanet,  ox  by  the  act  (tf  the  Court,  but  by  the  will 

of  the  plaintiff.    It  is  said  that  the  record  was  withdrawn 

Qndar  an  expectation  that  the  venue  would  be  changed 

according  to  the  rule :  but  the  defendant  is  not  therefore 

hable  to  the  oosts.    They  were  thrown  away,  because  the 

plaintiff,  having  a  right  to  go  on  and  try  the  cause,  chose, 

nefertheless,  to  withdraw  the  record,  relying  on  the  ex- 

ipeetation  that  the  defendant  would  abide  by  a  rule  which 

the  Court  has  already  decided  he  was  not  bound  to  abide 

by.    At  least  the  plaintiff  shoidd  have  tried  the  cause  in 

tlie  country,  and  given  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  the 

diange  of  venue.     [Aldersomy  B. — ^The  question  ii,  whether 

the  withdrawing  of  the  record,  after  the  conditional  rule 

to  dumge  the  venue,  was  any  default  in  the  plaintiff?] 

*Ae  defendant  contends  that  it  was,  because  the  plaintiff 

had  no  right  to  treat  it  as  an  absolute  change  of  venue. 

^plaintiff  ought,  at  all  events,  to  have  been  prepared  to 

tethe  oosts  fcNTthwith,  whereas  the  attorney  got  the  tax- 

'^  pos^ned,  under  the  pretext  that  the  costs  could  not 

(•)  It  it  nol  aeoeuaiy  to  report  the  argumeaU  on  the  other  point. 

c2 
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Etch,  of  Piiot,  be  ascertained  until  the  witnesses  had  returned  into  the 
^  1840.   ^     country.     But  further,  these  costs  were  specially  provided 
Pooh         for  by  the  Court  on  the  rule  to  change  the  venue,  and 
Kerr.        therefore  are  not  costs  in  the  cause. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  of  some  importance  to  lay  down  an 
accurate  rule  as  to  what  are  costs  in  the  cause ;  we  will 
therefore  take  time  to  see  if  there  is  any  settled  practice 
on  the  subject. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by — 

Alderson,  B. — ^In  this  case  we  are,  after  full  consider- 
ation, of  opinion  that  the  costs  of  preparing  for  the  trial, 
respecting  which  the  dispute  has  arisen,  are  not  costs  in 
the  cause;  and  it  would  be  therefore  unnecessary  to  send 
back  the  second  question  to  the  Master,  for  the  purpose  of 
his  examining  into  the  point  intended  to  have  been  raised 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  case  our  opinion  had  been 
against  him  on  this  point.  But  as  to  that  point,  after 
consulting  Master  Walker  respecting  the  circumstances 
attending  this  taxation,  we  think  that  he  substantially 
examined  into  the  facts,  and  that  the  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  the  rule  on  that  ground ;  and  therefore  so  much 
of  the  costs  of  the  rule  as  belong  to  that  part  of  it  must 
be  paid  by  the  defendant. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  costs  of  all  interlocutory  pro- 
ceedings in  a  cause,  not  otherwise  specially  provided  for  by 
the  Court,  are,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  costs 
in  the  cause ;  and  this  we  have  had  certified  to  us  by  the 
Masters  of  all  the  Courts,  to  whom  we  have  applied.  But 
there  are  two  objections  to  applying  that  rule  to  the  pre- 
sent case.  The  first  is,  that,  strictly  speaking,  there  has 
been  no  interlocutory  proceeding  here,  for  the  defendant 
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lias  only  applied  for  a  conditional  rule,  and,  being  ultimately  Exch,  of  PUas, 
dissatisfied  with  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  Court,  has     ^  ^^^* 
declined  to  act  upon  it :  and  this,  as  the  Court  have  already 
determined,  he  had  a  right  to  do.     The  venue  which  he 
sought  to  change  has  remained  unchanged,  and  the  cause 
has  been  tried  according  to  the  original  state  of  the  declar- 
ation.    But,  secondly,  we  think  these  costs,  incurred  by 
the  plaintiff  in  preparing  for  trial,  have  been  specially  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Court,  for  the  Court  made  the  payment 
of  them  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's  acting 
apon  the  rule;  and  it  is  only  because  the  plaintiff  has 
committed  a  default  in  not  enforcing  her  rights,  as  secured 
to  her  by  the  terms  of  the  offered  rule,  that  she  is  in  the 
present  difficulty.  K  she  had  persisted,  as  she  well  might,  in 
tiying  her  cause,  until  the  defendant  had  paid  those  costs, 
the  present  question  could  not  have  arisen;  and  it  is  ob- 
TioQs  that  if  the  Court,  instead  of  the  terms  proposed,  had 
made  the  defendant's  rule  absolute  for  change  of  the  venue, 
declaring  the  costs  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  prepar- 
ing for  trial  to  be  costs  in  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  woidd 
bave  complained,  and  with  great  justice,  of  such  decision. 
However  much,  therefore,  we  regret  that  the  defendant 
obtains  an  apparent  advantage,  from  the  unfortunate  trust 
wMch  the  plaintiff  put  in  his  good  faith,  and  which  has  not 
been,  it  should  seem,  kept  with  her;  yet,  inasmuch  as  these 
costs  are  not,  in  our  judgment,  costs  in  the  cause,  we  must 
make  this  rule  for  reviewing  the  Master's  taxation  absolute. 
The  result  will  be,  that  the  Master  will  tax  for  the  plaintiff 
^  costs  of  the  former  rule  drawn  up  by  the  defendant, 
^Qgh  not  acted  upon,  and  the  costs  of  that  taxation  also, 
which  he  has  unnecessarily  caused  the  plaintiff  to  incur, 
^  also  so  much  of  the  costs  of  the  affidavits  on  this  rule 
^  are  applicable  to  the  question  of  reviewing  the  taxation 
^f  the  costs,  on  the  ground  of  Master  Walker's  supposed 
<>iQi8siou  to  inquire  into  the  bona  fides  of  the  plaintiff  in 
bringing  np   her  witnesses  to  town.     But  the  Master 
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£*eh.  of  PUat,  must  disallow  the  costs  of  those  witnesses,  as  they  were 

specially  provided  for  by  the  former  role,  and  lost  by  the 
plaintiff's  own  neglect. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Sewell  t^.  Baby. 


of  De: 


By  the  deed  of  XaEBT  for  money  had  and  received^  and  on  an  account 
a  chapel,  built  Stated.  Plea,  nunquam  indebitatus. — At  the  trial  before 
of  ^hkr^e*""'  ^«««fe>  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes,  the  facts  appeared 

plaintiff  was  one   tO  be  aS  foUoWS  : — 

of  the  founders,  ,         ,      .  .  * 

the  chapeiwar.  In  the  year  1831,  a  subscription,  was  entered  into  fcHr 

time  being  were  *^^  purposc  of  building  a  ncw  chapel  at  Tranmere,  in 

^'^^'nto*A  Cheshire.    The  plaintiff,  a  gentleman  residing  there,  was 

surplus  of  one  of  the  principal  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  and 

which,  after  t      i       i  i  ^  %.• 

payment  of  cer-  the  land  purchased  for  the  purpose  was  conveyed  to  mm 
was  t"go"*^  *"^^  ^^^^  other  persons  as  trustees.  By  the  deed  of  con- 
towards  the        gecratiou,  dated  the  15th  of  October,  1831,  two  of  the 

re-payment  of 

the  expense  of  trustees,  Messrs.  Walker  and  Warrington,  were  appointed 
chape"*  s.%nd  Wardens  of  the  chapel  until  the  following  Easter,  and  pro- 
wardens*'?©?^^"  vision  was  made  for  the  future  election  of  wardens  by 
1838,  at  the  the  proprietors  of  pews;   and  it  provided,  that  the  occu- 

close  of  their 

year  of  office,  picrs  of  pcws  should  pay  the  rents  to  the  wardens  for  the 
handTa  suipius  ^^®  hciug,  who  wcrc  to  provide,  out  of  such  rents,  for 
to?h<f'Snd^ff*  payment  of  the  salaries  of  the  minister  and  clerk,  of  the 
as  one  of  the  expenses  of  repairs,  &c.  &c. ;  and  subject  thereto,  the 
plaintiff  and  fouudcrs  of  the  chapcl  were  authorized  to  let  the  pews  to 
AeTi^ecring  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Tranmere,  in  order  ultimately 
o  *h*^  dSi**"**  to  repay  the  expense  of  building  the  chapel,  and,  in  the 
over  the  money  meantime,  legal  interest  upon  the  sums  advanced  for  that 
ant,  together      purposc.     lu  December,  1838,  the  then  chapelwardens, 

with  his  ac- 
counts, with  a 

direction  not  to  pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff  until  the  determination  of  an  action  against  th« 
plaintiff  by  another  of  the  founders,  to  recover  back  money  advanced  towards  the  plaintiff's 
share  of  the  expenses  of  building  the  chapel : — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  the  defend- 
ant for  the  amoaot,  m  money  haid  and  received  to  his  use,  before  the  determination  of  that  cause. 


^ 
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Messrs.  Sibaon  and  Gilbert^  stated  their  account  as  to  the  &«&.  of  Pteatt 
pew-rentSj  by  which  it  appeared  that,  after  providing  for 
the  several  pajnnents  directed  by  the  deed  of  consecration, 
there  remained  in  their  hands  the  snm  of  22L  ISs.  4^d., 
due  to  each  of  three  of  the  trustees,  of  whom  the  plaintiff 
was  one.  They  tendered  this  balance  to  the  plaintiff,  but 
he  then  declined  to  receive  it  until  the  determination  of 
an  action  then  pending,  which  had  been  brought  against 
the  plaintiff  by  his  co-trustee,  Warrington,  for  money  ad- 
vanced by  him  for  the  plaintiff  towards  the  building  of  the 
church.  In  March,  1839,  Sibson  and  Gilbert  went  out 
of  office,  and  were  succeeded  as  wardens  by  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant.  Gilbert,  however,  did  not  then  pay  the 
money  to  the  plaintiff,  but  handed  it  over,  together  with 
the  accounts,  to  the  defendant,  desiring  him  to  retain  it  in 
his  hands  until  the  determinafion  of  the  action  of  Warring* 
itm  y.  8eweU;  and  the  defendant  having  accordingly  re- 
fused to  pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff,  the  present  action  was 
brought.  The  writ  of  summons  was  sued  out  while  a  rule 
nisi  for  increasing  the  damages  in  the  cause  of  Warrington 
V.  SeweU  (which  was  tried  at  the  Cheshire  Spring  Assizes, 
1839)  was  pending. 

On  these  facts  it  was  objected,  for  the  defendant,  that 
the  money  was  not  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  to  the  use  of  Gilbert  until  the  deter- 
mination of  the  action  of  Warrington  v.  SeweU,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
lerved  the  point,  and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  22/.  18«.  4|6f.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defend- 
ant to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

CrtsfweU,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accord- 
ingly; against  which, 

Alexander  and  Cowling  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  plaintiff 
ii  entitled  to  retain  the  verdict.  By  the  account  stated  in 
December,  1838,  Sibson  and  Gilbert  clearly  admitted  that 
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Bxeh.  of  puoi,  they  had  in  their  hands  this  precise  sum  of  money,  to  be 

paid  to  the  plainti£f,  and  which  they  had  then  appropriated 
to  him.     Gilbert  could,  after  that,  have  had  no  defence  to 
an  action  against  him  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount, 
supposing  the  plaintiff  to  have  got  rid  of  the  tender  by  a 
subsequent  demand.     Then,  when  the  defendant  received 
the  money  from  Gilbert,  he  could  stand  in  no  better  situ- 
ation than  him.     The  plaintiff,  therefore,  could  equally 
maintain  the  action  against  the  defendant,  after  a  new  de- 
mand.   The  defendant  received  the  money,  knowing  it  to 
be  the  plaintiff's ;  he  thereby  became  his  agent,  and  was 
bound  to  account  to  him,  and  cannot  set  up  the  jus  tertii. 
Gilbert  had  no  right  to  exercise  any  control  over  the  sub- 
sequent disposition  of  the  money,  which  he  had  admitted 
to  be  the  plaintiff's,  and  had  no  authority  to  subject  it,  in 
the  defendant's  hands,  to  the  condition  of  not  paying  it 
over  to  the  plaintiff  until  a  certain  event.    [Alderson,  B. — 
Whose  agent  was  the  defendant  ?     He  might  become  the 
plaintiff's  agent  to  pay  over  the  money  after  the  deter- 
mination of  the  action,  but  not  till  then.     Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — ^K  I  tender  money  to  a  creditor,  who  refoses  to 
receive  it,  and  I  then  pay  it  to  a  banker,  telling  him  to 
keep  it  until  a  certain  event,  is  the  banker  liable  ever  to 
my  creditor?]     But  here  the  plaintiff  received  it  with  the 
knowledge  that  it  belonged  absolutely  to  the  plaintiff.    At 
all  events,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  direction  by  Gilbert  to  the  defendant ;  it 
might  be  merely  by  way  of  caution.     [Gumey,  B. — It  is  a 
command,  not  a  caution.]     It  could  not  properly  be  so, 
because  Gilbert  had  no  longer  any  control  over  the  money^ 
which  he  dismissed  from  his  hands  in  consequence  of  his 
ceasing  to  be  the  warden,  and  the  defendant's  becoming  so. 
The  rule  laid  down  by  Willes,  C.  J.,  in  Scott  v.  Surman  {a), 
is,  "  that  if  a  man  receive  money  which  ought  to  be  paid 
to  another,  or  to  apply  to  a  particidar  purpose,  to  which  he 

(a)  WUles,  404. 
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does  not  apply  it^  this  action  will  lie  as  for  money  had  and  Exdk.  of  pitof, 

received/'    Barron  v.  Husband  (a),  and  that  class  of  cases^  ^    ^^Q*  ^ 

where  there  is  no  privity  of  contract  whatever^  are  altoge*  sewell 

ther  different  £rom  the  present :  here^  the  defendant  was  rabt. 
as  much  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  as  of  Gilbert. 

Cresswell  and  Crompton,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  AbingeBj  C.  B. — ^This  case  is  too  clear  to  admit  of 
any  doubt.  No  doubt,  where  a  party  has  an  interest  in 
a  9pec\fic  chattel,  if  it  be  handed  over  to  a  third  person, 
he  may  follow  it  in  an  action  of  trover ;  but  this  is  merely 
the  case  of  a  debt ;  there  is  no  specific  coin  in  the  hands 
of  either  party  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  Then  Gilbert 
pays  over  the  money  with  a  special  charge,  and  the  de- 
fendant receives  and  holds  it  subject  to  that  condition ; 
and  until  the  event  were  determined,  the  plaintiff  could 
have  no  right  to  receive  it.  The  rule  must  therefore  be 
absolute. 

Alberson,  B. — K  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  fix  the  defendant 
as  his  agent  by  the  contract  made  by  the  defendant  with 
Gilbert,  he  must  take  it  with  all  its  consequences.  If, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  the  defendant's  receiving 
the  money  on  the  terms  imposed  by  Gilbert,  he  must  fail, 
because  he  has  brought  his  action  too  soon;  if  Gilbert 
paid  the  money  over  without  authority,  the  plaintiff  equally 
cannot  succeed,  because  he  ought  to  have  sued  Gilbert, 
and  not  the  defendant. 

OuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  611 ;  1  Nev.  &  M.  728. 
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Bxeh,  tif  PUoM, 
1840. 

Calland  V.  LoYD  and  Others. 

A.  haTing  re-  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an 
of  money  be-  account  Stated.  Plea,  non  assumpserunt. — At  the  trial 
wm*to^hi8*wifc,  before  Maule,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes,  the  facts 
gaye  it  to  her     appeared  to  be  as  follows : — 

to  toke  care  of.       '^'^ 

The  wife,  with-  The  plaintiff  was  a  warehouseman  at  Manchester,  and 
ledge,  deposited  had  married,   in  June,  1836,  the  widow  of  one  James 

!hi'*ntmroV  *"  2"^^>  ^y  ^^^°^  *®  ^^  ^  ^^y  ^^^^'  Robert  Birch.  In 
her  son  by  a       February,  1837,   the  father  of  the  plaintiff's  wife  died, 

riage,  who  was   having  made  a  will,  under  which  the  plaintiff  became  en- 

and"took'«^'m    titled  to  reccivc  her  share  of  his  property,  amounting  to 

i^unubi"  *''  ^^^'-^  ^^  ^^^^  ^"  P^^  ^  *^®  plaintiff  in  August,  1887. 
receipt  in  her     He  deposited  300/.  of  the  money  in  the  bank  of  Messrs. 

bearing  in-'  HejTWOod  &  Co.  at  Manchester,  and  gave  the  rest  to  his 
^lit  A^b^'kers  ^^e  to  take  care  of.  On  the  28th  of  August,  the  wife, 
were  liable  to     -^nthout  the  plaintiff's  knowledge,  took  a  50/.  Bank  of 

A.  for  the 

amount,  in  an  England  note,  part  of  this  73/.,  and  on  the  same  day  paid 
ney^adandre-  ^bat  amount  into  the  bank  of  the  defendants,  Messrs. 
ceif ed.  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  in  the  name  of  her  son ;  and  the  de- 

fendants gave  her  an  accountable  receipt  in  his  name, 
bearing  interest,  which  she  kept.  Robert  Birch,  the  son, 
was  at  that  time  about  twelve  years  old.  The  plaintiff, 
having  discovered  the  deposit  of  the  note  with  the  defend- 
ants, demanded  the  money  from  them ;  and  on  their  re- 
fusal to  pay  it,  the  present  action  was  brought.  It  was 
contended  for  the  defendants,  that  they  having  received 
the  money  upon  a  contract,  whereby  they  were  to  be 
accountable  for  it  to  the  infant,  Robert  Birch,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  it  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use. 
The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection,  but  gave  the 
defendants  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit;  and  a  verdict 
having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  Tomlinson,  in  Michael- 
mas Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  pursuant  to  the  leave 
reserved ;  against  which. 


HILABY    TERM,   3    VICT.  27 

CressweU  and  Addison  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  plain-  Exeh.  of  pietu, 
tiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action.     The  fact     ^         *„ 
that  this  money  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants 
by  a  person  having  no  right  to  do  so^  and  her  taking  the 
receipt  in  the  name  of  another^  cannot  affect  the  plaintiff's 
title  to  sue  for  it.     K  this  had  been  a  specific  chattel,  and 
the  wife,  without  the  husband's  authority,  had  delivered 
it  to  the  defendants,  and  obtained  from  them  an  acknow- 
ledgment that  it  was  held  for  a  third  party,  would  that  be 
any  answer  to  an  action  of  trover  at  the  suit  of  the  plain- 
tiff?    The  note  deposited  is  admitted  to  be  the  plaintiff's 
property;  he  might  have  sued  in  trover,  if  he  could  iden- 
tify it ;  if  not,  he  has  equally  a  right  to  sue  for  money  had 
and  received ;  and  the  promise  of  the  defendants,  to  hold  it 
for  another  person,  cannot  exonerate  them  from  responsi- 
bility to  the  real  owner.     pLiord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose 
a  man  had  money  in  his  hands  to  pay  to  a  particidar  per- 
son, and  he  paid  his  own  debt  with  it ;  coidd  the  owner 
bring  money  had  and  received  ?]     Perhaps  not ;  but  this 
is  a  different  case :  here  the  money  is  placed  in  the  hands 
of  parties  having  no  title  to  it,  they  agreeing  to  hold  it  for 
the  benefit  of  another  party  having  no  title ;  in  such  case 
the  real  owner  may  recover  it.    Down  v.  Hailing  (a),  (the 
authority  of  which  is  unimpeached  upon  the  point  for  which 
it  is  now  cited),  is  expressly  in  point.     There  the  owner  of 
a  cheque,  who  had  lost  it  by  accident,  was  held  to  be  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  amount  of  it  back,  as  money  had  and 
received,  from  a  shopkeeper  to  whom,  five  days  after  the 
loss,  it  had  been  paid  by  a  third  party  in  payment  for  goods 
aold,  the  jury  having  found  negligence  in  the  defendant. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^There  the  cheque  remained  the 
plaintiff's  property  when  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant, 
and  might  have  been  recovered  in  trover.    Alderson,  B. — 
Is  there  any  evidence  here  of  the  identity  of  the  note  ?    Is 

(a)  4  B.  &  Cr.  330 ;  6  D.  &  R.  456. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  there  anything  to  shew  that  the  wife  might  not  have 
changed  it  and  got  money  for  it,  and  paid  in  the  money  ?] 
Even  assuming  that  she  did,  the  defendants  can  have  no 
right  to  retain  it ;  she  had  no  power  to  make  any  contract 
on  behalf  of  her  son ;  he  coidd  give  her  no  authority  to 
do  so,  and  he  alleges  no  title  of  his  own  to  the  money. 
The  defendants  not  having  any  title  in  themselves,  nor 
claiming  to  hold  for  another  who  has  title,  the  law  implies 
a  contract  to  repay  the  money  to  the  real  owner.     [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — If  the  wife  had  paid  in  the  money  in  her 
own  name,  the  husband  clearly  could  recover :  if  she  paid 
it  in  as  the  agent  of  A.  B.,  he  could  not ;  then,  if  she  pay 
it  in,  assuming  to  be  the  agent  of  A.  B.,  but  not  being  so 
in  fact,  the  question  is,  can  the  husband  recover,  the  de- 
fendants having  made  a  contract?]     The  fallacy  is  in  sup- 
posing that  there  is  any  binding  contract;   in  order  to 
establish  that,  the  defendants  must  shew  that  the  party 
depositing  was  competent  to  contract  with  them.     The 
plaintiff,  the  real  owner,  has  never  authorized  the  de- 
fendants to  receive  the  money  to  Birch's  use.     Stephens 
V.  Badcock  (a),  which  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  is 
clearly  distinguishable,  on  the  ground  that  there  the  de- 
fendant received  the  money  as  the  servant  and  agent  of 
his  master,  to  whom  alone  he  could  be  accountable  for  it. 
But  Stead  v.  Thornton  (&),  there  cited,  is  a  distinct  autho- 
rity for  the  plaintiff.     There  it  was  held,  that  a  party  hav- 
ing money  in  his  hands  which  he  received  on  account  of 
a  bankrupt's  estate,  in  the  character  of  agent  to  a  for- 
mer assignee,  who  was  insane  when  the  money  was  re- 
ceived, must  account  for  it  as  money  had  and  received  to 
the  new  assignee,  since  he  could  not  derive  any  authority 
from  a  party  who  was  incompetent  in  law  to  appoint  any 
agent.    Here  the  defendants  could  have  no  authority  from 
the  infant;  they  receive,  therefore,  merely  as  strangers. 

(a)  3  B.  &  Adol.  355.  (6)  3  B.  &  Adol.  357,  n. 
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Skns  y.  Brittam  (a)  was  a  similar  case  in  principle  to  Bxck,  of  puat, 
Stephens  t.  Badcock,  and  was  decided  on  the  same  ground. 
If  the  plaintiff  here  had  assented  to  the  defendants'  enter- 
ing into  a  contract  to  hold  for  Birch^  that  case  would  be 
applicable  to  the  present.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to 
shew  that  trover  woidd  lie,  but  if  it  would,  he  may  waive 
the  tort,  and  sue  for  money  had  and  received;  per  Lord 
Tenierden,  C.  J.,  in  Buchanan  v.  Flndlay  {b).  In  Clarke  v. 
Shee  {c)j  it  was  expressly  held  that  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  would  lie  by  the  true  owner  of  money  or 
notes,  against  a  third  person  into  ^whose  hands  they  had 
come  mal&  fide,  provided  their  identity  could  be  traced 
and  ascertained ;  in  which  case,  therefore,  trover  would  have 
lain  also.  The  defendants,  if  called  upon  for  payment  by 
the  infant,  coidd  have  set  up  the  plaintiff's  title  as  a  de- 
fence :  Solomons  v.  Bank  of  England  {d) .  In  Hudson  v.  jRo- 
Imson  (e).  Lord  EUerAorough  says,  '^  An  action  for  money 
had  and  received  is  maintainable  wherever  the  money  of 
one  man  has,  without  consideration,  got  into  the  pocket 
of  another.''  That  clearly  includes  the  present  case. — 
They  referred  also  to  CoUins  v.  Martin  (/),  and  Littlewood 
V.  fFilUams  {g). 

TomUnson,  contra. — ^It  is  not  necessary,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  to  argue  upon  what  would  have  been  the  case 
if  this  had  been  an  action  of  trover.  The  plaintiff  has 
elected  to  sue  upon  an  implied  contract  for  money  had 
and  received;  if  that  implied  contract  have  been  super- 
seded by  an  express  contract  with  another  person,  he  can- 
not recover.  The  cases  of  Doum  v.  HaUing,  Gill  v.  ChMtt  (A), 
and  others,  relating  to  the  recovery  of  lost  or  stolen  secu- 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  375 ;  2  Nev.  &  {d)  13  East,  135. 

M.  594.  (0  4  M.  &  Selw.  478. 

(6)  9  B.  &  Cr.  747 ;  4  Man.  &  (/)  1  Bos.  &  P.  648. 

R.  593.  (g)  6  Taunt.  277. 

ifi)  Cowp.  199.  {h)  3B.&Cr.466;  5D.&R.324. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  rities,  have  been  much  narrowed  by  later  decisions ;  and 
'  -  the  rule  now  is,  that  such  gross  negligence  must  be  shewn 
Callamo  *  as  is  eyidence  of  mala  fides  in  the  person  receiving  them : 
LoTD.  Crook  V.  Jadis  {a),  Backhouse  v.  Harrison  {b).  Here,  so  far 
as  the  defendants  are  concerned,  all  fraud  is  excluded;  the 
only  fraud  alleged  is  in  the  conduct  of  the  wife.  This 
must  undoubtedly  be  taken  to  have  been  the  plaintiff's 
money  when  paid  in  by  her,  although  it  may  be  observed, 
that  she  was  the  meritorious  cause  of  his  becoming  pos- 
sessed of  it,  and  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  settlement 
in  equity.  But  then  the  defendants  have  entered  into  a 
contract  with  a  third  party,  by  which  they  are  bound  to 
pay  the  money  over  to  him,  and  that  express  contract 
supersedes  the  implied  contract  on  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
lies. [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^That  is  the  pinch  of  the  case ; 
can  you  satisfy  us  that  there  is  a  binding  contract  to  pay 
it  over  to  the  infant  ?]  They  give  an  accountable  receipt 
in  his  name.  A  contract  made  by  another  for  the  benefit 
of  an  infant  is  binding.  Supposing  him  not  to  receive  the 
money  until  he  comes  of  age,  if  he  then  adopt  the  contract, 
the  plaintiff  may  have  a  remedy  against  him ;  but  would 
the  defendants  have  any  defence  to  an  action  by  him? 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  is  not  a  contract  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infimt,  but  a  fraudulent  gift  made  to  him.] 
Whosever  money  it  is  in  fact,  if  a  banker  bon&  fide,  on 
the  representation  that  it  is  the  money  of  A.  B.,  enter 
into  a  contract  to  pay  it  to  A.  B.,  he  is  bound  by  that 
contract.  The  true  principles  of  law,  as  to  the  situation 
of  a  banker,  are  laid  down  in  Sims  v.  Brittain  and  Sims  v. 
Bond  (c).  Li  the  former  case,  Parke,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgmfflit  of  the  Coiirt,  says — '^  Although  the  concur- 
rence of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  necessary  to  enable  the 
defendants  to  receive  the  money  from  the  East  LadiaCom- 

(a)  5  B.  &  AdoL  909;  3  NeT.&  (b)  5  B.  &  Adol.  1098;  3  Nev. 

M.  257.  &M.  188. 

(c)  5  B.  fr  Adol.  389 ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  608. 
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pany,  yet  it  was  received  by  the  defendants  as  the  agents  Bxeh,  of  PUas, 
of  6.J  and  they  by  such  receipt  became  accountable  to  him 
for  it."  In  Carr  v.  Carr  {a),  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  R.,  held 
that  money  paid  into  a  banker's  was  not  a  deposit^  but 
became  a  debt  to  the  payer^  and  would  pass  as  such  under 
Ids  will.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  rather  a  fallacy  to 
put  forward  a  defence  for  the  defendants  as  bankers;  they 
appear  rather  trustees  for  the  infant:  he  cannot  draw 
a  cheque  till  of  ^e.]  But  he  may  bring  an  action. 
It  is  the  same  as  if  A.  intrusted  his  money  to  B.^  who 
opened  an  account  with  it  in  his  own  name  at  a  banker's^ 
the  banker  acting  bon&  fide.  Clarke  v.  Shee  is  distin- 
guishable^ because  there  the  money  was  received  mal& 
fide^  the  contract  on  which  it  was  received  being  avoided 
by  statute.  [Alderson,  B. — That  is^  there  was  no  con- 
tract :  is  there  any  here  ?]  Yes,  a  contract  made  by  the 
wife  on  behalf  of  the  infant,  to  whom  the  defendants 
have  attorned. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^This  rule  was  granted  on  the 
supposition  that  some  contract  existed,  by  which  the  de- 
fendants, the  bankers,  were  bound  to  pay  over  this  money 
to  another  person  than  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  doubt, 
that  if  I  pay  money  to  A.,  who  pays  it  to  his  banker  to 
his  own  account,  without  notice,  I  cannot  recover  it  from 
the  banker;  and  for  some  time  I  doubted  whether  there 
was  not  in  this  case  a  lawful  contract  to  bind  the  defend- 
ants. [His  Lordship  stated  the  facts  of  the  case,  and 
proceeded]  : — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  bankers,  when 
the  plaintiff  has  given  them  notice  that  it  is  his  mo- 
ney, have  a  right  to  set  up  the  jus  tertii.  The  answer  is, 
that  there  is  no  jus  tertii :  it  is  admitted  that  the  money 
ii  the  plaintiff's,  and  the  defendants  are  merely  setting 
Up  an  unlawful  title  in  answer.    If  this  were  allowed,  it 

(a)  Cited,  1  Mer.  541. 
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Exeh.  cf  PUoi,  would  be  a  recipe  for  every  woman  who  gets  possession  of 

her  husband's  money,  to  go  and  make  a  provision  out  of  it 
for  her  minor  children.  The  case  set  up  for  the  defendants 
is  answered  by  this,  that  there  is  no  contract  to  bind  them. 
The  wife  was  not  the  agent  of  her  husband,  nor  had  she 
any  right  to  make  a  deposit  for  the  infant,  who  could  give 
her  no  authority.  It  is  preposterous  to  suppose,  that  al- 
though the  son  can  have  no  right  to  receive  the  money 
when  he  comes  of  age,  nor  can  draw  a  cheque  in  the  mean- 
time, yet  the  bankers  have  a  right  to  keep  it  from  the  true 
owner  for  nine  years.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
there  is  no  colour  for  making  the  rule  absolute. 


Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  money 
had  been  received  by  the  defendants  under  a  contract,  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover; 
but,  in  truth,  there  is  no  contract  with  the  defendants  on 
behalf  of  Birch. 


OuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


After  action 
brought  upon 
an  attorney*! 
bill  containing 
any  taxable 
item,  the  Court 
will  refer  it  to 
taxation,  with- 
out requiring 
from  the  de- 
fendant an  un- 
dertaking to 
pay  the  amount 
found  on  tax- 
ation to  be  due, 
or  imposing  any 
other  terms 
upon  him. 


Williams  r.  Griffith. 

i.  HIS  was  an  action  on  an  attomey^s  bill. — ^After  the 
declaration  was  delivered,  and  before  plea  pleaded,  Cromp^ 
tan,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs  should  not  be  referred  to  the 
Master  for  taxation,  and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  give 
credit  upon  oath  for  all  sums  received  by  him  from  or  to 
the  use  of  the  defendant,  without  the  defendant's  being 
required  to  enter  into  the  usual  undertaking.  It  appeared 
from  the  affidavits  that  part  of  the  bill  was  of  above  six 
years'  date.  The  bill  contained  several  items  for  business 
done  in  actions  in  this  Court. 


HILARY  TERM,   3  VICT.  33 

Jervis  and  Webby  shewed  cause. — ^The  defendant  is  not  ExOt.  of  pu<u, 
entitled  to  this  rule.    The  application  is  made  on  the  '   ^ 

authority  of  Watson  v.  Postan  (a),  in  which  this  Court      Williams 
held,  that  after  an  action  brought  on  an  attorney's  bUl,      Griffith. 
the  Court  or  a  Judge  may  order  it  to  be  taxed,  without 
requiring  from  the  defendant  an  undertaking,  piirsuant  to 
the  statute  2  Greo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  to  pay  the  amount  taxed. 
That  case  is  not  very  fully  reported,  and  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  bill  there  contained  any  taxable  item  or  not. 
The  Court  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  they  had  a 
jurisdiction  at  common  law  over  the  taxation  of  attor- 
nies'  bills,  independently  of  the  statute ;  and  the  same  was 
laid  down  in  Wilson  v.  Gutteridge  {b).     But  in  Dagley  v. 
Keidish  (c),  (which  was  decided  before,  though  not  cited 
in,  Watson  v.  Postan),  the  Court  of  Eong^s  Bench  expressly 
lefiised,  even  after  action  brought  on  an  attorney's  bUl, 
which  contained  no  taxable  item,  to  send  it  for  taxation. 
The  authority  of  that  case  appears  to  have  been  admitted 
isi  Jones  v.  Bywater  {d).    And  it  is  now  settled  by  many 
subsequent  cases,  that  the  Courts  have  no  authority  to 
refer  a  bill  for  taxation,  at  least  before  action  brought,  ex- 
cept under  the  provisions  of  the  statute :  Clutterbuck  y. 
Omhes  (e),  Ex  parte  Bowles  (/),  Doe  d.  Palmer  v.  Bjoe  {g). 
And  there  can  be  no  reason  why  the  attorney  should  be  in 
a  worse  condition,  after  the  defendant  has  neglected  to 
pay  the  bill  within  the  month,  and  driven  him  to  com- 
mence an  action.    If  the  Court,  then,  have  no  jurisdiction 
but  under  the  statute,  they  must  carry  out  all  the  terms 
of  it;  and  require  the  undertaking  mentioned  in  it.     But 
at  an  events,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  the  security  which 

(«)  2  C.  &  J.  370.  (0  5  B.  &  Adol.  400;  2  Nev.  & 

(*)  3  B.  &  C.  158 ;  4  D.  &  R.      M.  209. 

^^  (/)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  632  ;  1  Scott, 

W  2B.  &  Adol.  413  ;  1  Dowl.      583. 

PC.  381.  (g)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  95. 

('0  2C.&J.  371. 

VOL.  VI.  D                                               M.  W. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  existed  before  the  statute,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Tidd  (a),  viz. 

'  ^     that  the  amount  of  the  bill  should  be  brought  into  Court. 

Williams      [Alderson,  B. — ^There  are  many  cases  in  equity  as  to  the 

Griffith,      power  of  the  Courts  over  solicitors  and  their  bills,  but 

none  of  them  are  referred  to  in  Dagley  v.  Kentish,']     Mr. 

Tidd  refers  to  an  anonymous  case,  2  Yes.  451,  in  support 

oi  the  position  above  stated. 

Cresswell  and  Crompion,  contra. — The  rule  as  to  the 
authority  of  the  Courts  in  such  a  case  as  this,  was  laid 
down  long  before  the  passing  of  the  2  Greo.  2,  c.  23,  in 
Springett  v.  Springett  (6),  where  it  is  said,  that  there  shall 
be  no  rule  to  tax  an  attorney's  bill,  unless  an  action  be 
depending  thereon ;  and  the  reason  is,  that,  after  action 
brought,  the  Court  have  jurisdiction  over  the  cause^  and 
may  do  in  it  what  appears  to  them  reasonable  and  just. 
There  is  nothing  to  shew  that,  as  a  condition  of  such  tax- 
ation, the  defendant  is  to  be  deprived  of  any  defence  he 
may  have  to  the  action.  According  to  the  present  practice, 
the  Courts  do  not  permit  the  reasonableness  of  the  bill  to 
be  inquired  into  at  Nisi  Prius.  It  would  be  most  ui^ust, 
therefore,  that  the  defendant  should  be  deprived  of  the 
opportunity  of  such  an  inquiry  before  the  Master,  or  should 
have  it  only  on  the  condition  of  giving  up  some  defence. 
The  practice  at  Nisi  Prius  could  never  have  been  sup- 
ported, unless  the  items  of  the  bill  could  have  been  investi- 
gated before.  Dagley  v.  Kentish  is  distinguishable,  because 
there  the  bill  contained  no  taxable  item,  and  the  defendant 
might  have  gone  into  the  items  at  Nisi  Prius.  There  is  no 
case  which  impugns  the  authority  of  Watson  v.  Postan, 
and  that  case  is  directly  in  point  for  the  defendant.  [Alder- 
son,  B. — ^The  case  of  Dagley  v.  Kentish  may  perhaps  stand, 
on  the  ground  that  there  the  bill  contained  no  taxable 
item,  and  was  therefore  on  the  same  footing  as  a  trades- 

(a)  1  Tidd  8  Prac.  325.  (6)  1  Salk.  332. 
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man's  bill :  the  officers  of  the  Court  would  have  no  peculiar  Ejeeh,  of  piea$, 
knowledge  on  the  subject  of  it.    It  is  important  that  there     ^  ^^'   . 
should  be  a  settled  practice  on  the  subject^  and  we  will     Williams 
therefore  take  time  to  consider  the  pointy  and  confer  with      Griffith. 
the  other  Courts.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
On  a  subsequent  day  in  the  term, 

AxDSRsoN^  B.,  said — ^We  have  conferred  with  the  other 

Courts  upon  this  case,  and  on  consideration  have  come 

to  the  conclusion,  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of 

Bagleff  v.  Kentish  should  be  adhered  to  in  all  cases  where 

die  biU  contains  no  taxable  item ;  but  that  where  the  bill 

coataina  taxable  items,  the  Court  have  authority,  after 

action  brought,  to  refer  it  for  taxation,  without  requiring 

injr  admission  of  liability  on  the  bill,  or  calling  upon  the 

defendant  to  abandon  any  defence  which  he  may  have  at 

Nin  Prius.     If  the  question  were  res  integra,  we  should 

lunre  been  much  disposed  to  have  decided  otherwise  even 

in  tiie  case  of  Dagley  v.  Kentuh ;  but  as  it  is,  we  adhere  to 

that  decision. 

Parke,  B.,  who  was  not  present  during  the  whole  of  the 
argument,  added — ^The  constant  practice,  ever  since  I  have 
been  in  the  profession,  has  been  in  accordance  with  the 
nde  now  laid  down :  and  it  would  be  the  utmost  hardship 
<Mi  the  defendant  if  it  were  otherwise,  because  he  is  pre- 
chded  from  disputing  the  items  of  the  bill  at  Nisi  Prius. 

Rule  absolute. 


jd2 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleds, 
1840. 


Property  held 
by  a  party  in 
right  of  a  lien 
cannot  be 
taken  in  exe-' 
cution. 

In  trover,  the 
declaration  al- 
leged that  the 
plaintiff  was 
lawfully  pos- 
sessed of  the 
goods  "  as  of 
his  own  pro- 
perty;" and 
the  replication, 
in  answer  to  a 
special  plea  in 
justification,  set 
up  a  right  to 
the  possession 
of  them  in  re- 
spect of  a  lien : 
— Held,  that 
this  was  not  a 
departure. 


Lego  v.  Evans  and  Wheelton. 

1 BOVER  against  the  defendants,  as  sheriff  of  Middle- 
sex, to  recover  the  value  of  certain  pictures  and  picture- 
frames,  of  which  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
was  '^  lawfully  possessed  as  of  his  own  property/' 

Plea,  that  before  the  defendants  converted  and  disposed 
of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  one  William  Thompson  had 
sued  out  of  the  Court  of  her  Majesty  the  Queen,  before 
the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  command- 
ing him  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  to  levy, 
&c. ;  and  that  by  virtue  of  that  writ  they  the  defendants, 
being  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  seized  and  took  in  execu- 
tion the  said  goods  and  chattels,  for  the  purpose  of  levying 
the  monies  so  directed  to  be  levied,  which  was  the  conver- 
sion in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

Bicplication,  that  before  the  said  time  when  &c.  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  one  David  Williams, 
being  then  lawfully  possessed  as  of  his  own  property  of 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  way  of  his  trade  of  a  carver  and  gilder, 
which  he  then  carried  on,  performing  certain  work  and 
labour  upon  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  supplying 
certain  materials  for  the  same ;  and  the  plaintiff  then  had 
and  received  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  and  in  the  way  of  his  said  trade  or  business  then 
performed  upon  the  said  goods  and  chattels  certain  work 
and  labour,  and  supplied  certain  materials  for  the  same ; 
in  respect  of  which  said  work,  labour,  and  materials,  the 
said  D.  Williams  then  became  and  was,  and  &om  thence 
hitherto  has  been,  and  still  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  311/.  13s.  bd. :  and  the  plaintiff  further 
says,  that  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  so  delivered 
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to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  they  remained  in  his  pos-  Exeh,  of  PUa», 
session,  and  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,     v 
it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  D.  Wil- 
liams, that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  said  D.  W.,  would  draw  and  indorse  for  the 
use  of  the  said  D.  W.,  certain  bills  of  exchange,  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  a  right  to  hold  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
for  securing  the  payment  by  the  said  D.  W.  of  such  bills 
of  exchange :  and  the  plaintiff  says,  that  afterwards,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  before  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  respective  dates  of  the  said  bills 
in  that  plea  after  mentioned,  he  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request 
of  the  said  D.  W.,  and  for  his  use,  drew  and  indorsed  cer- 
tain bills  of  exchange,  to  wit,  &c.,  (setting  out  three  bills 
drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon  and  accepted  by  the  said  D. 
W.,  for  the  several  sums  of  £55,  £50,  and  £40,  and  pay- 
able to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff,  one  at  two,  and  the  other 
at  three  months  after  date  respectively),  which  said  several 
hois,  from  the  time  they  were  so  drawn  and  indorsed  as 
aforesaid   continually  until  the  said  time  when  &c.,  re- 
mained and  still  remain  wholly  unpaid  by  the  said  D.  W. : 
and  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  from  the  time  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  were  deUvcred  to  the  plaintiff  as  in  that 
plea  aforesaid,  until  the  conversion  thereof  in  the  declar- 
ation mentioned,  the  said  goods  and  chattels  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  the  plaintiff, 
before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  had,  and  but  for  the 
said  conversion  thereof  would  still  have  had,  a  lien  upon 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  the  aforesaid  sum  so  due  to 
the  plidntiff  for  the  said  work,  labour,  and  materials,  and  a 
right  to  hold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  securing  the 
payment  by  the  said  D.  Williams  of  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change: and  the  plaintiff  in  fact  further  says,  that  by 
means  of  the  premises  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  of  the 
said  lien  and  right  to  hold  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and 
in  no  other  manner  whatsoever,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
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Bich.  of  Pleat,  of  the  Said  conversion  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  in 

V     ^'   .     the  declaration  mentioned^  was  possessed  of  the  said  goods 

Lego         and  chattels  as  in  the  declaration  also  mentioned ;  of  all 

EvAKs.       which  premises  in  this  plea  aforesaid  the  defendants^  before 

and  at  the  time  they  seized  and  took  in  execution  the  said 

goods  and  chattels  as  in  the  said  plea  alleged^  had  fall 

notice. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  repUcation 
was  a  departure  from  the  declaration ;  that  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  plaintiff  had,  by  reason  of  the  conversion^ 
sustained  any  damage  for  which  an  action  was  maintainable, 
or  that  the  sheriff,  by  seizing  the  goods,  had  deprived  the 
plaintiff  of  his  lien  thereupon. 

Kennedy,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  question  is, 
whether  the  sheriff  is  justified  in  seizing  in  execution  pro- 
perty in  which  a  party  has  a  lien.  There  is  no  precedent 
for  seizing  property  of  that  description;  but  there  are 
cases  analogous  in  principle,  and  which  shew  that  it  is  no 
objection  that  a  party  has  only  a  limited  interest,  and  not 
the  sole  property  in  the  goods.  Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that  a  sheriff  is  justified  in  seizing  partnership  property,  on 
a  judgment  and  execution  against  one  of  the  partners : 
Heydon  v.  Hey  don  (a) :  though  the  execution  creditor  takes 
only  the  interest  of  that  partner  in  the  property,  which 
interest  is  his  share  of  the  surplus,  subject  to  all  the  part- 
nership accounts:  Daltony. Morrison  (6),  Taylor  v.  Fields {c). 
So,  a  sheriff  may  take  goods  which  have  been  let  to  hire  for 
a  term  :  Dean  v.  Whittaker  (rf),  Duffell  v.  Spottiswoode  {e). 
And  although  the  owner  of  the  goods  may  maintain  an 
action  on  the  case  against  him  if  he  sells  the  entire  pro- 
perty of  such  goods,  that  is  only  in  case  the  owner,  as  soon 


(a)  1  Salk.  392.  (e)  14  Yes.  396. 

(6)  17  Vcs.  193;  1  Rose,  213.  (d)  I  C.  &  P.  347. 

(e)  3  C.  &  P.  435. 
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M  the  goods  are  seized,  apprizes  the  sheriff  that  the  goods  £*ch.  of  PUtu, 
were  lent  for  a  term  only,  in  order  that  he  may  know  that  '  ^ 

the  sheriff  had  only  a  right  to  sell  the  qualified  property  L^^o 
which  the  hirer  had  in  them.  And  in  Di^ffell  t.  Spottii-  Evans. 
woode,  it  was  held  that  the  action  is  not  maintainable  if  it 
tppears  that  the  sheriff  has  not  sold,  which  was  the  case 
here.  A  person  who  hires  goods  has  a  qualified  right  to 
the  possession  of  them  £Dr  a  limited  time  only;  and  the 
same  right  exists  in  the  case  of  a  lien,  where  the  party 
entitled  to  the  lien  has  a  right  to  retain  the  chattel  only 
until  the  debt  is  satisfied.  The  sheriff  was  therefore  right 
in  seizing  the  goods  in  question.  But,  secondly,  the  repli- 
cation is  bad,  as  being  a  departure  firom  the  declaration. 
The  declaration  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of 
the  goods  as  of  Atf  awn  property;  but  the  replication  sets 
vf  a  mere  right  to  the  possession  on  the  ground  of  having 
a  lien  on  them,  which  is  a  departure  from  the  declar- 
ation. 

Mellar,  contra. — It  is  a  general  principle  of  law  that  a 
sheriff  can  seize  such  chattels  only  as  he  can  sell :  Com. 
Dig.  Execution  (C.  4.)    Before  the  recent  stat.  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  110,  a  sheriff  could  not  seize  money  or  bank-notes,  bills 
of  exchange,  &c.,  or  other  securities  for  money ;  but,  by 
the  12th  section  of  that  act,  he  may  now  do  so.    The  law 
of  lien,  however,  remains  as  it  was  before  the  passing  of 
that  act.     A  lien  is  a  right  in  a  person  to  hold  the  pos- 
session of  property  until  his  demand  be  satisfied ;  but  as 
soon  as  the  holder  parts  with  or  relinquishes  the  possession 
of  the  property,  the  lien  ceases  to  exist :  Montague  on 
lien,  1.    A  person  entitled  to  a  Hen  cannot  sell  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  it,  except  where  the  keeping  of  the  property 
is  attended  with  expense,  as  in  the  case  of  a  horse.    Thus, 
in  the  Hostler^s  case  (a),  it  is  said  by  Popham,  C.  J.,  "  that 

(a)  Yclv.  fiG. 
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£xeh.  of  Pleat,  if  a  man  brings  his  horse  to  an  inn^  and  leaves  him  there 
^  in  the  stable^  without  any  special  agreement  what  to  pay, 
Leoo  there  the  innholder  is  not  bound  to  deliver  the  horse  till 
Evans.  the  party  and  owner  has  de&ayed  his  charge  for  the  horse, 
but  he  may  justify  the  detainer  of  the  horse  for  his  food 
and  keeping;  and  after  the  horse  has  eat  as  much  as  he  is 
worth,  the  innholder,  upon  a  reasonable  praisement,  may 
sell  him,  and  it  is  a  good  sale  in  law/'  ...  '^  So,  if  a  tailor 
has  my  apparel  to  make,  and  he  makes  it  accordingly,  he 
is  not  obliged  to  deliver  it  until  he  is  paid  for  the  making 
of  it ;  but  although  in  that  case  he  may  detain  till  he  is 
paid,  yet  for  default  of  payment  he  cannot  sell  it,  as  in  the 
other  case  he  may  sell  the  horse :  the  reason  is,  because 
the  keeping  of  the  horse  is  a  charge,  because  he  eats ;  but 
the  keeping  of  the  apparel  is  not  any  charge.  And  this 
the  whole  Court  agreed  to.''  There  is  a  distinction  between 
a  pledge  of  goods  by  way  of  security,  and  the  ordinary 
case  of  lien :  in  the  former  case,  the  pawnee  may  sell  in 
default  of  payment.  That  was  so  held  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in 
Pothonier  v.  Dawson  (a) :  but  the  distinction  between  that 
and  the  case  of  lien  was  distinctly  recognised.  The  Chief 
Justice  says — ''  Undoubtedly,  as  a  general  proposition,  a 
right  of  lien  gives  no  right  to  sell  the  goods;  but  when  goods 
are  deposited  by  way  of  security,  to  indemnify  a  party  against 
a  loan  of  money,  it  is  more  than  a  pledge :  the  lender's 
rights  are  more  extensive  than  such  as  accrue  imder  an 
ordinary  lien  in  the  way  of  trade."  In  Jacobs  v.  Latour  (i), 
it  was  held  that  a  party  who,  having  a  lien  on  goods,  causes 
them  to  be  taken  in  execution  at  his  own  suit,  loses  his 
lien  thereby,  although  the  goods  are  sold  to  him  imder 
the  execution,  and  are  never  removed  off  the  premises. 
[Parke^  B.,  referred  to  Capper  v.  Dickinson  (c),  where  it 
was  held  that  a  pawnee  might  sell  goods  pawned  to  him.] 


(a)  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  383.  {h)  5  Bing.  130 ;  2  M.  &  P.  20. 

(c)  1  Roll.  Rep.  215. 
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In  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Execution  (C.  4.)  it  is  said,  '^  So,  the  Exch.  of  PUat, 
sheriff  cannot  take  goods  in  pledge.''     It  is  laid  down  dis-     ^  ^^^'   . 
tinctly  in  the  books  of  practice,  that  a  sheriff  cannot  seize         i^eog 
what  he  cannot  sell  (a).    A  lien  is  a  mere  personal  right,        Evans. 
wiiich  cannot  be  made  available  to  any  other  person ;  for 
as  soon  as  the  possession  is  parted  with  by  the  person  hav- 
mg  the  lien,  it  is  gone  altogether :  it  is  clear  it  is  not  as- 
signable.    Unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  a  lien  can  be  made 
SYailable  to  a  third  person,  it  follows  that  it  cannot  be  seized 
in  execution.     Then,  as  to  the  replication  being  a  departure, 
sorely  a  person  having  this  right  might  declare  in  trover, 
alleging  a  general  property,  and  yet,  on  a  subsequent 
pleading,  set  up  a  special  property,  sufficient  to  maintain 
trover:  it  is  not  iiiconsistent  with,  but  explanatory  of,  his 
interest.     [Parke,  B. — ^It  is  not  a  departure.    Any  person 
having  a  right  to  the  possession  of  goods  may  bring  trover 
in  respect  of  the  conversion  of  them,  and  allege  them  to 
l)e  his  property.] 

Kennedy,  in  reply. — ^The  dicta  in  the  books  which  have 
been  cited  refer  to  property  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  in- 
capable of  sale — ^as,  for  instance,  bank-notes,  money,  &c. ; 
bat  here  the  subject-matter  of  the  lien  might  be  sold. 
^Yen  if  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  sell  imder  the  particular 
Qicomstances,  he  had  power  to  seize  and  retain  the  goods, 
^  a  view  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  sheriff 
^^  seize  only  such  things  as  he  can  sell.  That  rule 
<>f  law  still  remains,  except  so  jGar  as  it  has  been  modified 
V  the  act  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110;  but  that  statute  does 
^^t  affect  the  present  case.  If  we  consider  the  nature 
®^  a  lien,  and  the  right  which  it  confers,  it  will  be  evi- 

(a)  See  2  Tidd's  Prac.  1003 ;  Chit  Archb.  426. 
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Eseh.  of  Pleat,  dent  that  it  cannot  form  the  subject-matter  of  a  sale. 

A  lien  is  a  personal  rights  which  cannot  be  parted  with, 
and  continues  only  so  long  &»  the  possessor  holds  the 
goods.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  sheriff  cannot  sell 
an  interest  of  this  description,  which  is  a  mere  personal 
interest  in  the  goods.  The  case  is  quite  different  from 
those  referred  to,  in  which  goods  were  let  on  hire  for  a 
certain  period,  because  there  the  person  hiring  them  has 
the  absolute  use  of  the  goods  for  a  particular  term,  and 
that  interest  may  be  disposed  of.  Here,  the  interest  cannot 
be  transferred  to  any  other  individual ;  it  continues  only 
as  long  as  the  holder  keeps  possession  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  lien,  either  by  himself  or  his  servant.  Then, 
as  the  sheriff  cannot  sell,  neither,  by  the  general  rule  of 
law,  can  he  seize :  and  there  must,  therefore,  be  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff. 


Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


To  a  declara- 
tion for  goods 
sold,  &c.,  the 
defiendant 


Peters  v.  Fleming. 

i.  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 

work  and  labour  done,  and  materials  found  and  provided, 

1    ^  J  u.  «      and  for  money  found  to  be  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

pleaded  his  in-  *^  *^  ^ 

fancy,  to  which  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  indebitatus;   se« 

repUedthat  coudly,  infancy.     The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  first 

iwcef^f''"*  plea,  and  to  the  second  replied,  "  that  the  goods,  &c.,  at 

suitable  to  the  ^g  ^^q  q{  ^jig  g^le  and  dcKvcry  thereof,  were  necessaries 

degree,  estate,  " 

and  condition 

of  the  defendant:—* SeM,  that  the  term  fiee^««arie«  included  such  things  as  were  useful  and 

suitable  to  the  state  and  condition  in  life  of  the  party,  and  not  merely  such  as  are  requisite  for 

bare  subsistence. 

It  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  articles  are  such  as  a  reasonable  person,  of  the  age 
and  station  of  the  infant,  would  require  for  real  use. 
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The  defendant  was  the  eldest  son  of  a  gentleman  of 
fortime  and  a  member  of  Parliament,  and  at  the  time 
when  the  goods  were  supplied,  and  the  work  was  done,  was 
an  midergradnate  of  the  University  of  Cambridge,  and 
resided  in  the  University.  The  learned  Judge  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether,  in  their  opinion,  the  articles  in 
question  were  necessaries  or  not,  and  they  found  that  they 
were ;  upon  which  the  learned  Judge  directed  them  to  find 
a  Terdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount  claimed ;  but 
gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
Kggs  Andrews  having,  in  last  term,  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly, or  for  a  new  trial, 

KeOy  and  Byles  now  shewed  cause. — The  case  was  pro- 
perly left  to  the  jury,  and  they  have  come  to  a  correct 
CQQcfaision  in  finding  that  the  articles  in  question  were 
itecesaaries  for  a  person  in  the  defendant's  station  in  life. 
If  things  of  such  a  nature  are  necessaries  in  any  case,  they 
certainly  must  be  so  for  the  son  and  heir  of  a  gentleman 
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suitable  to  the  then  degree,  estate,  and  condition  of  the  BmcIl  of  pieas, 
defendant.^'    The  rejoinder  traversed  that  allegation,  and    ^   ^^^' 
ihereapon  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Vaughan,  J.,  at  the  last 
Smnmer  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Cambridge,  when  it  ap- 
peared that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  following  articles : — 

A  fine  gold  ring     .... 

A  ring,  engraved  crest,  &c. 

A  short  gold  watch-chain 

A  pair  of  pins  .... 

A  ling    - 

A  ring 

A  ring  repaired,  new  stone 
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Ejcch.  of  PUoi,  of  fortune  and  a  member  of  Parliament.     The  jury  are  the 
1840. 
v..^^..^     proper  judges  whether  the  quality  or  nature  of  the  oma- 

Peters        ments  supplied  are  suitable  to  the  defendant's  rank  in  life. 

Fleming.  Hands  Y.'Slaney  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  term 
^^necessaries''  is  not  limited  to  the  bare  necessaries  of 
life,  but  extends  to  such  things  as  are  necessary  according 
to  the  station  and  degree  of  the  party;  and  it  was  there  held, 
that  a  minor,  a  captain  in  the  army,  was  liable  for  a  livery 
ordered  for  his  servant,  because  the  defendant  was  placed 
in  a  situation  of  life  which  required  such  an  attendant. 
Lord  Kenyan  there  says,  "  The  general  rule  is  clear,  that 
infants  are  liable  for  necessaries  according  to  their  degree 
and  station  in  life."  In  the  present  case  the  defendant  was 
a  person  receiving  a  University  education,  and  for  whose 
position  in  society  a  watch  chain  and  a  seal  would  be  pro- 
per and  useful  articles;  the  one  to  enable  him  to  puU 
out  his  watch,  the  other  to  seal  his  letters  to  his  father  or 
his  friends.  The  other  articles  were  also  proper  for  a  per- 
son in  his  station  of  life.  But  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  these  articles,  or  any  of  them,  were  proper 
and  necessary  for  the  defendant,  and  if  any  one  of  them 
was  necessary,  there  cannot  be  a  nonsuit ;  and  the  amount 
is  too  trifling  for  the  Court  to  grant  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence. 

Sir  WiUiam  FoUett,  Biggs  Andrews,  and  Gunning,  con- 
tra.— ^In  this  case  no  question  ought  to  have  been  left  to 
the  jury  at  all,  as  the  defendant  was  not  competent  to 
enter  into  a  contract  for  articles  of  this  nature,  which 
were  mere  ornamental  articles  of  jewellery.  An  infant  is 
incapable  of  contracting  for  that  which  is  not  requisite 
for  him  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  such  as  ^^  meat,  drink, 
apparel,  necessary  physic,  and  such  other  necessaries,  and 
likewise  for  his  necessary  teaching."    Co.  Litt*  172*  a. 

(a)  8  T.  R.  578, 


HILARY  TERM,  3  YICT.  45 

In  Manby  ▼.  Scott  (a),  it  is  said :  '^  Oar  law  allows  many  E*eh,  of  Phat, 
persona    to  make    contracts  in   cases  of  necessity  who 
otherwise  would  be  disabled  from  doing  so ;  and  although 
generally  the  contracts  of  infants  are  void,  yet,  in  cases 
of  necessity,  their  contract  shall  bind  them/'    So,  in  Brooke 
T.  Galbf  (6),  Lord  Hardwicke  says :  ^'  The  law  lays  iufSeints 
under  a  disability  of  contracting  debts,  except  for  bare 
necessaries ;  and  even  this  exemption  is  merely  to  prevent 
tliem  from  perishing/'   According  to  those  cases,  an  infant 
annot  bind  himself  but  for  such  things  as  are  strictly  neces- 
niy  for  him.     [Parke,  B. — ^A  watch  may,  in  some  cases, 
be  a  thing  necessary.  In  Bvrghart  v.  Hall  (c),  it  was  decided 
thst  you  must  lay  out  of  the  question  the  allowance  of  a 
niitable  maintenance  to  the  infant.    The  only  question  is, 
wliether  the  things  themselves  are  necessaries  suitable  to 
bis  station  and  degree,  or  not.     It  will  be  very  difficult  to 
maintain  that  the  Judge  can  withdraw  the  question  frt>m  the 
juy,  whether  such  an  article  as  a  watch  is  not  necessary ; 
and  if  a  watch  be  necessary,  a  chain  must  be  so  also,  to  draw 
it  out  of  his  pocket,  for  a  boy  of  any  age.]     If  articles  of 
tbis  description  are  to  be  considered  as  necessaries,  where  is 
the  line  to  be  drawn?     [Alderson,  B. — The  term  ^'  neces- 
saries,'' as  applied  to  dress,  may  mean  those  things  without 
which  the  party  would  lose  caste  in  society.     The  quantity 
of  the  things  furnished  may  be  important ;  as,  for  instance, 
if  twenty  breast-pins  had  been  supplied,  they  could  scarcely 
be  necessary.]    What  came  within  the  term  "necessaries" 
was,  according  to  the  old  cases,  a  question  for  the  Judges ; 
and  in  Mackerett  v.  Bachelor  {d),  cited  by  Lord  Ellenborough 
in  Maddox  v.  Miller  (e),  the  Judges  decided  that  some  of  the 
artictes  were  not  necessaries  for  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
action  would  not  lie  for  them ;  although  certainly  in  Mad^ 
^  V.  Miller  it  was  held  to  be  not  so  purely  and  exclusively 

(a)  2  Sid.  113.  (d)   Goldsborough,   168;    Cro. 

(^)2Atk.34.  Eliz.  583. 

(0  4  M.  k  W.  727.  (e)  1  M.  &  Sel.  731. 
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Bxek,  of  PUoMt  a  question  of  law  as  that  some  question  shoold  not  be  left 
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to  the  jnry ;  but  there  the  supply  was  of  ordinaiy  clothes. 

Here  none  of  these  articles  are  strictly  necessaries,  and 

there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  laying  down  a  rule  that  an 

infant  cannot  bind  himself  for  such  things  as  these.     If  an 

in&nt  wants  articles  of  such  a  nature,  he  should  be  made 

to  pay  for  them  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.    The  rule 

to  be  collected  from  the  books  is,  that  an  infant  can  bind 

himself  only  for  such  things  as  are  "  necessaries,^'  which, 

according  to  the  old  law,  were  such  things  as  a  person 

could  not  do  without.    \_Parke,  B. — No ;  it  always  had  been 

the  law  from  the  first  that  an  infant  might  bind  himself 

for  what  was  suitable  to  his  state  and  degree.    That  was 

shewn  in  the  argument  in  Burghart  y.  HaiL    The  law  has 

always  been  the  same  in  this  respect.]     But  these  articles 

were  not  even  useful,  they  were  mere  ornaments,  and  could 

not  be  necessary,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  for  any 

one. 

Pamkb,  B. — ^It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  case  the  learned 
Judge  could  not  have  been  properly  called  upon  by  the  de- 
fendant to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  and  that  there  was  some 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the  allegation  in 
the  replication,  that  the  goods  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  and  delivery  thereof,   ''  necessaries  suitable  to  the 
then  degree,  estate,  and  condition  of  the  defendant.''    The . 
decision  of  this  question  does  not  depend  in  any  d^ree  i 
upon  any  allowance  the  defendant  may  have  had  frxmi  his  j 
father,   and  which  he  may  have  misapplied;  that  must  \ 
be  considered  as  settled  by  the  case  of  Burghart  v.  Hall; 
but  the  question  is,  whether  the  articles  fiirmshed  are  pro- 
perly such  articles  as  are  necessary  and  suitable  to  thev 
station,  degree,  and  condition  of  the  defendant.    It  is  per«>  ^ 
fectly  clear,  that  from  the  earliest  time  down  to  the  present, 
the  word  necessaries  was  not  confined,  in  its  strict  sense,  to 
such  articles  as  were  necessary  to  the  support  of  life,  but — 
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extended  to  articles  fit  to  maintain  the  particular  personl  .Ejcek.  qf  puat, 
in  the  stat^  station^  and  degree  in  life  in  which  he  is;  and'    ^  ^^^- 
therefore  we  xnnst  not  take  the  word  '^  necessaries^'  in  its  nn-       Peters 
qualified  sense,  but  with  the  qualification  above  pointed  out.      Fleming. 
Ihen  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there  was  any  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  that  any  of  these  articles  were  of  that 
description.     I  think  there  are  two  that  might  fall  under 
thst  description,  viz.  the  breast-pin  and  the  watch-chain.! 
ISie  former  might  be  a  matter  either  of  necessity  or  of  or- 
nament :  the  usefulness  of  the  other  might  depend  on  this, 
wliether  the  watch  was  necessary ;  if  it  was,  then  the  chain 
iiii^t  become  necessary  itself.    Now  it  is  impossible  for  us 
to  ny  that  a  Judge  could  withdrawit  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  whether  a  watch  was  not  a  necessary  thing  for 
lyoung  man  at  college,  and  of  the  age  of  eighteen  or  nine- 
teen, to  have.    That  being  so,  it  is  equally,  as  fiEur  as  the 
diun  is  concerned,  a  question  for  the  jury :  there  was, 
therefore,  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury.    The  true  rule  I  take 
to  be  this — that  all  such  articles  as  are  purely  ornamental 
tre  not  necessary,  and  are  to  be  rejected,  because  they  can- 
not be  requisite  for  any  one ;  and  for  such  matters,  there- 
fore, an  infont  cannot  be  made  responsible.     But  if  they 
are  not  strictly  of  this  description,  then  the  question  arises, 
whether  they  were  bought  for  the  necessary  use  of  the 
party,  in  order  to  support  himself  properly  in  the  degree, 
itite,  and  station  of  life  in  which  he  moved;  if  they  were, 
for  such  articles  the  infant  may  be  responsible.    That  must 
be  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  it  is  for  them  to  decide, 
upon  due  consideration,  whether  the  articles  were  of  such 
a  description  or  not;  and  here  the  jury  have  found  that 
ftey  were.     It  is  impossible  to  say  there  was  not  some 
efidenoe  to  go  to  the  jury  in  the  present  case :  that  being 
BO,  it  becomes  unnecessary  for  us  to  inquire  as  to  the  other 
i&atters  charged  for. 

Aldeison,  B. — If  it  were  laid  down  strictly  that  an  in- 
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Exeh,  of  PUast  fant  Can  make  no  contract  except  for  articles  that  would 
'  ^  be  necessary  to  keep  him  from  famishing^  that  would  be  a 
Peters  rule  which  would  press  very  hardly  indeed  in  many  cases. 
Fleming.  But  that  is  not  the  rule ;  for  a  party  may  make  contracts  for 
necessary  clothes^  and  for  necessary  education.  It  has  been 
ruled  that  an  infant  may  be  liable  for  schooling,  and  if  it 
become  a  question  how  much  schooling  is  necessary,  then 
you  must  inquire  what  situation  in  life  he  is  required  to 
fill.  A  knowledge  of  the  learned  languages  may  be  neces- 
sary for  one,  a  mere  knowledge  of  reading  and  writing  may 
be  sufficient  for  another.  The  real  question  would  be, 
whether  or  not  what  he  has  contracted  for  be  such  as 
a  person  in  his  station  and  rank  in  life  would  require./ 
The  articles  must  be  for  real  use,  and  such  as  would  be 
necessary  and  suitable  to  the  degree  and  station  in  life  of 
the  infant.  The  question  in  these  cases  is  this — ^Were  the 
articles  bought  for  mere  ornament  ?  if  so,  they  cannot  be 
necessaries  for  any  one.  If,  however,  they  are  bought  for 
real  use,  then  they  may  be  necessaries,  provided  they  are 
suitable  to  the  infantas  age,  state,  and  degree.  The  jury  ' 
then  must  say,  whether  they  are  such  as  reasonable  per- 
sons, of  the  age  and  station  of  the  infant,  would  require  for 
real  use.  If  so,  they  will  be  necessaries,  for  which  an 
infant  will  be  liable. 

GuENEY,  B. — I  think  my  Brother  Parke  has  laid  down 
the  principle  most  correctly.  If  the  articles  are  merely 
ornamental,  the  party  cannot  recover.  What  may  be  or- 
namental, and  what  necessary,  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
In  this  case  the  jury  have  found  that  these  articles  were 
necessary ;  as  to  two  of  them,  it  appears  to  us  the  jury 
were  right :  and  it  is  admitted  that  it  is  not  worth  while 
to  discuss  the  precise  amount. 

BoLFE,  B. — The  difficulty  in  this  case  arises  from  the 
vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  the  word  necessary,   I  think 
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the  explanation  given  by  my  Brother  Alderson  is  the  best  Exeh,  of  PUa$, 
that  can  be  given,  viz.  that  that  is  necessary  which  is  bon&     ^  ■    ^^'   . 
fide  purchased  for  use,  and  not  merely  for  ornament,  and        Peters 
which  consorts  with  the  condition  and  rank  in  life  in  which      flemzno. 
the  party  moves.     One  of  these  artiples,  at  all  events,  and 
I  think  two,  clearly  might  come  under  that  description, 
md  therefore  the  matter  was  properly  left  to  the  jury. 

Rule  discharged. 


Young  r.  Hiogon,  Esq. 

XRESPASS  against  the  defendant,  a  magistrate  of  the  in  the  com- 
county  of  Pembroke,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain-  calendar 
tiff's  dwelling-house,  and  seizing  his  goods.      Plea,  (by  X\il'n"tfa* 
itatate),  not  guilty.  J"«^«»  '*3"*'*!? 

'*  o        ^  by  the  24  Geo.  2, 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  Pembroke-  c.44, 8.],the 
ihire  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  having  been  thlnot^l,  and 
wmvicted  before  the  defendant  of  an  offence  under  the  ^ti'^f?"*"* 

out  tbe  wnt| 

MaUdous  Trespass  Act,  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  30,  was  afterwards  »'«  ^^^^  ^  ^ 

excluded. 

also  charged  before  him,  under  the  stat.  3  Jac.  1,  c.  10,  with 
having  refused  to  bear  the  charges  of  his  conveyance  to 
gaol  under  the  former  conviction,  and  the  defendant  there- 
upon issued  his  warrant  to  the  constable  of  the  parish 
▼herein  the  plaintiff  resided,  to  sell  the  plaintiff's  goods 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  such  charges.     The  constable 
accordingly  seized  and  sold  certain  of  the  plaintiff's  goods 
br  that  purpose,  which  was  the  trespass  complained  of. 
It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  (amongst  other  things), 
that  no  sufficient  notice  of  action  had  been  given  to  satisfy 
the  stat.  24  Greo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  1.  The  notice  was  served  on  the 
26th  of  March,  1838 ;  the  writ  was  sued  out  on  the  26th 
rf  April.    The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  point,  and  a 
Terdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  10/. ;  leave 
heing  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 

VOL.  VI.  E  M.  w. 
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B±tK  of  Pieai,  fuSt,  If  the  Coiirt  fthould  think  the  action  was  bnmgfat  tdo 
^^'  .     80<m.    BvoM,  in  Michaelmas  Term^  obtained  a  nile  accotd- 
inglyj^gaiiurtwhich, 

CkUton  and  /.  Wilion  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  notice 
was  sufficient.  The  enactment  of  the  24  Geo.  S^  c.  44^  s.  1, 
is^  that  ^*  no  writ  shall  be  sued  out  against^  nor  anj  cop j 
of  any  process  at  the  suit  of  a  subject  shall  be  served  on, 
any  Justice  of  the  peace  for  anything  done  in  the  execution 
of  his  office,  until  notice  in  writing  of  such  intended  writ 
or  process  shall  have  been  delivered  to  him,  &;c.,  ai  least 
one  ccdendar  month  before  the  suing  out  or  serving  the 
same.''  The  true  construction  of  the  statute  is,  that  the 
day  of  giving  the  notice  and  the  day  of  suing  out  the  writ 
are  to  be  reckoned,  the  one  inclusive,  and  the  other  ex- 
clusive :  if  so,  the  action  was  not  brought  too  soon.  The 
rule  for  computing  the  time  in  cases  like  the  present, 
where  it  dates  yroin  an  act  done,  is  to  include  in  the  com- 
putation the  day  on  which  the  act  was  done.  There  are 
many  authorities  to  that  effect :  Clayton's  ease  (a),  Nonris 
V.  Hundred  of  Oawtry  (i),  Osboum  v.  Bider  (c),  ClarVs 
case  (rf),  R,  v.  Adderley  {e),  Morley  v.  Vaughan  (/),  Bellasis 
Y.Hester  {ff).  [Parke,  B. — ^The  cases  which  refer  to  bills 
payable  at  sight  have  been  long  overruled.]  Castle  ▼. 
Burditt  (A)  is  a  direct  authority  to  the  same  effect,  decided 
upon  a  similar  statute  to  the  present.  Lester  v.  Garland  (i) 
inay  be  referred  to  as  a  decision  qualifying  the  former 
cases ;  but  that  was  the  case  of  a  will,  in  which  a  liberal 
construction  ought  to  be  allowed.  Sir  William  Grant 
also,  in  his  judgment,  assigns  some  weight  to  the  circum- 
fetanoe  of  the  party  interested  being  privy  to  the  act  done, 

(a)  5  Rep.  1.  (/)  4  Burr.  2525. 

(b)  Hob.  1S9;  1  BrownL  156.  (g)  1  Lord  iUytn.  280;  Lutw. 

(c)  Cro.Jacl35.  1591. 

(d)  Sty.  382.  (A)  3  T.  R.  623. 
(0  2  Dougl.  463.  (0  15  Ves.  243. 


vhick  does  not  apply  to  thU  ciwe.  It  has  always  been  laid  £*ch,  ^  puom, 
down  that  the  Court  will  apply  a  liberal  rule  in  favour  of  ' 

the  right  of  the  subject  to  sue  for  a  wrong  to  his  liberty 
or  piopeity*    In  ^ouch  v«  ^wpsey  (a)^  the  Court  certainly 
held  that  the  **  fourteen  days  at  least/'  uaentioi^ed  in 
the  Iiords^  Actj  32  Geo.  %  c,  %l&,  lueant  fourteen  ckmt 
di^B;   but  the  point  arose  on  a  summary  application^ 
and  was  decided  without  argument.    In  Beg.  v.  JuMiicet 
qf  SkropBhire  (b),  (tax  the  other  hand,  Littkdirie,  J.>  says, 
''  It  appears  to  me  that  a  day  is  a  day,  whether  ai  least 
be  added  or  left  out."    The  rule  of  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4»  c«,  8, 
cipiessly  directs  tiiat,  in  all  matters  of  practice,  the  com« 
latation  of  time  is  to  be  made  with  one  day  inclusive 
sad  one  exdusiT^,    That  appears  to  be  a  recognition  of 
tbsi  mode  of  computation  as  the  reasonable  and  legal  one. 
[Porke,  B. — GRie  whole  question  is,  whether  the  case  of 
Casik  ¥.  Bwrditt  is  to  be  considered  sound  law.]     It  has 
Bsver  been  overruled.    In  Ew  parte  Farquhar  (c),  Leach, 
V.  C,  held,  that  in  the  computation  of  the  two  calendar 
Qimths  mentioned  in  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
l81,  one  of  the  days  ought  to  be  included;  and  his  de- 
cision was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Lord  ChancellcMr. 
Maimere  v.  Bryan  {d)  is  another  authority  to  the  same 
eSKt*    In  Bluni  v.  Heelqp  (e),  where  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Seodi  held  that  the  month  required  by  the  stat.  2  Geo.  2, 
e.  33,  s.  38,  for  the  delivery  of  an  attorney's  bill  before  he 
wnuneBce  an  action  upon  it,  is  to  be  computed  exclusively 
i€both  the  day  on  which  the  bill  is  delivered  and  the  day 
sa  vhich  the  action  is  brought,  the  attention  of  the  Court 
wia  not  directed  to  the  recent  rule  of  Court  above  referred 
to.   There,  also,  the  statute  requires  that  the  bill  shall  be 
^vered  '*  one  month  or  more"  before  action  brought. 

(<)  4  B.  &  Aid.  522.  ((Q  5  Sim.  147;  1  MyL  &  K. 

(&)  8  Ad.  &  EIL  173;  3N.  &  P.      453. 
*.  (e)  8  Ad.  &  E.  577 ;  3  N.  &  P. 

(f)  Most  it  M'Arth.  7.  553. 
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jfcrcA.  of  ptea$,      Evons  and  E.  V,  WiUiamSy  contra^  were  stopped  by  the 

1840.  ^       . 

Court. 


Pabke^  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  made 
absolute.  The  question  is^  was  this  action  brought  pre- 
maturely? The  notice  of  action  was  given  on  the  26th  of 
March^  and  the  writ  was  sued  out  on  the  26th  of  April  in 
the  same  year.  I  think  that  was  too  soon.  If  the  case  of 
Castle  v.  Burditt  is  still  to  be  considered  law^  then  undoubt- 
edly our  judgment  must  be  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff:  but 
I  think  that^  after  the  decisions  which  have  since  taken 
place^  it  cannot  be  so  considered.  According  to  the  earlier 
authorities  on  this  subject^  whenever  a  period  of  time  was 
to  be  computed  from  an  act  done^  and  not  from  a  particu- 
lar day^  the  day  on  which  the  act  was  done  was  reckoned 
inclusive :  and  on  that  principle  the  case  of  Castle  v.  Bur- 
ditt  was  decided.  There^  in  an  action  before  the  bringing 
of  which,  by  the  statute  23  Greo.  3,  c.  70,  **  one  calendar 
month's  notice '^  was  required  to  be  given,  the  plaintiff 
gave  his  notice  on  the  28th  of  April,  and  issued  his  writ 
on  the  28th  of  the  following  month ;  and  the  Court  held 
the  notice  sufficient.  But  that  case  was  decided  without 
much  argument,  and  altogether  on  the  authority  of  the 
previous  case  of  Rex  v.  Adderley,  in  which,  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  20  Geo.  2,  c.  37,  s.  2,  which  exempts  she- 
riffs from  the  obligation  of  returning  any  process  unless 
required  to  do  so  within  six  months  after  the  expiration  of 
their  term  of  office,  the  Court  held  that  these  months  must 
be  intended  to  mean  lunar  months,  and  that  the  day  of 
the  sheriff's  going  out  of  office  must  be  reckoned  inclu- 
sively in  the  computation  of  them.  One  of  the  principal 
grounds  there  assigned  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was, 
that  the  statute  being  made  for  the  ease  and  in  favour  of 
sheriffs,  ought  to  receive  a  liberal  construction  in  their 
favour.  But  since  those  decisions,  the  subject  has  been 
much  considered  in  the  case  of  Lester  v.  Garland,  which 
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introduced  a  new  view  of  the  question.     I  do  not  say  that  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
that  case  is  precisely  in  point  with  the  present :  but  look-     v     ^      . 
ing  at  the  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,        Youno 
in  which  all  the  authorities  are  collected  and  commented       Higoon. 
upon^   I  should  feel  little  difficulty  in   saying  that   the 
day  in  this  case  ought  to  be  reckoned  exclusively,  on  the 
authority  of  that  case  alone.     But  many  others    have 
since  been  decided,  in  which  the  principle  of  that  case 
has  been  foUowed,  viz.  that  when  time  from  a  particu- 
lar period  is  allowed  to  a  party  to    do  any  act,    the 
first  day  is  to  be  reckoned  exclusively.     One  of  the  first 
of  these  cases  was  that  of  PeUew  v.  Inhabitants  of  East 
Hmubredof  JVottford  (a),  in  which,  under  the  9  Geo.  1,  c.  22, 
which  requires  that  notice  of  an  injury  done  to  premises 
maliciously  set  on  fire,  for  which  an  action  is  brought 
against  the  hundred,  shall  be  given  within  two  days  from 
tke  time  of  its  being  committed,  the  Court  held  that  these 
two  days  must  be  reckoned  exclusively  of  the  day  on  which 
the  fire  happened.     It  is  true,  that  is  a  case  where  the  party 
to  be  affected  was  not  privy  to  the  act  done,  and  therefore 
is  within  the  distinction  suggested  in  Lester  v.  Garland. 
Then  came  the  case  of  Hardy  v.  Byle  (i),  which  was  an  action 
against  a  magistrate  for  false  imprisonment,  which,  by  the 
24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8,  must  be  brought  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  act  committed.     The  plaintiff  was  dis- 
charged from  prison  on  the  14th  of  December,  and  issued 
his  writ  on  the  14th  of  June :  and  he  was  held  to  be  within 
the  six  months.     One  of  the  reasons  given  for  the  decision 
in  that  case  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Courts  certainly  was,  that  the  act  was  one  to  which  the 
phdntiff  could  not  be  considered  privy.    There  would  be 
considerable  difficulty,  however,  in  supporting  the  judg- 
ment on  that  ground,  for  a  man  must  surely  be  privy 
to  the  act  of  his  own  imprisonment :  the  case  therefore 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  134;    4  M.  &  R.  (b)  9  13.  &  C.  603  ;  4  M.  &  R. 

130.  295. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUoM,  reerte  more  legitimate  on  the  general  gitmnd,  tiM^  Ai 

first  day  is  to  be  excluded  from  tlie  computatioftt  Ja 
Webb  V.  FcArmcmer  (is)^  in  which  almost  ail  the  autheritiei 
are  cited^  this  Coort  fateld^  in  ^^dnformity  witii  tke  deeinow 
jtist  referred  to^  that  where  a  party  bought  goods  to  \m 
paid  for  in  two  oalendar  months^  tbe  >day  (tf  the  sale  should 
be  reckoniefd  exdnsively  in  computing  the  time.  That  cast 
has  been  followed  up  by  the  decisions  of  the  Court  >€f 
Queen's  Bench  in  the  two  cases  of  Beg.  v.  Justices  cf  8krop^ 
shire  J  'and  iBhmt  v.  Heslqp :  so  that  the  point  may  ncfw  4m 
considered  as  settled  by  a  course  of  reoent  decisions)  al 
proceeding  upon  the  same  princii^^  tiiat  tiie  day  from 
which  the  cottiputatioii  is  nfade  ought^  in  cases  Kke  Ate 
present^  to  be  excluded;  and  such  uppears  to  me  to  be  the 
reason  land  good  sense  of  the  matter.  On  the  other  kaiid, 
Castle  V.  Burditt  rests  altogetber  on  the  authority  of  lier 
y.  Adderley,  which  I  cannot  help  eonsidermg  as  overruled. 
Apply  the  criterion  which  has  been  b^re  suggested— 
reduce  the  tinre  to  one  day^  «nd  then  see  what  hardship 
and  inconvenience  must  ensue  if  the  princi^  i  ham 
stated  is  not  to  be  adopted. 

Alberson^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion^  Hiat  the  nde 
onghft  to  be  made  absolute ;  on  the  simple  principle,  thai; 
where  there  is  given  to  a  party  « <cei^n  spaoe  of  tiine  to 
"do  some  act^  which  space  of  time  is  included  be^rvreeit  two 
dther  acts  to  be  done  by  another  person,  both  the  days  ^cff 
doing  those  acts  ought  to  be  excluded^  in  order  to  ^ensure 
to  lum  the  whole  of  that  vpaee  of  time.  Here  is  a  -oaae  in 
which  one  party  is  required  to  give  notice  to  another  a 
certain  time  before  a  particular  act  can  be  done  by  the 
former ;  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  is  given  cannot  fix 
the  period  of  the  day  when  it  is  to  be  given :  but  the  aot 
of  Parliament  allows  him  a  month,  as  an  inteivoning 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.473 ;  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  549. 
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Exch.  of  puas,  assistance  ifrom  her  said  father  while  she  was  in  the  domes* 

tie  service  of  another  person^  and  to  render  great  assist- 
ance to  her  said  father  while  living  with  him.  It  then 
alleged  the  seduction  of  the  said  S.  B.  by  the  defendant^ 
that  she  became  pregnant^  and  returned  to  her  fieither's 
house^  and  that  by  reason  of  such  seduction  she  became 
unable  to  maintain  herself^  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  was 
charged  with  her  support  and  medical  expenses^  and  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  of  her  services  &c. 

Greneral  demurrer  and  joinder. — ^The  point  stated  in  the 
margin  was^  that  the  declaration  disclosed  no  cause  of 
action^  it  not  being  alleged  that  the  daughter  of  the  plain- 
tiff was,  at  the  time  of  her  seduction,  in  the  service  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Alexander,  in  support  of  the  declaration,  was  called 
upon  by  the  Court. — ^Although  it  was  formerly  considered 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  of  this  nature, 
to  shew  acts  of  household  service  performed  by  the  daugh- 
ter for  her  parent,  it  is  now  clearly  settled  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  any  distinct  or  actual  service,  in  order 
to  sustain  the  action.  [^Parke,  B. — Still  a  constructive 
service  must  be  proved  in  all  cases.  There  is  a  dis- 
tinct decision  of  Littledale,  J.  to  that  effect.  Maunder  v. 
Venn  {a),]  There  is  a  sufficient  allegation  of  constructive 
service  in  the  present  case;  it  is  averred  that  the  girl  left 
her  father^s  house  with  his  consent,  and  with  the  intention 
on  both  their  parts  that  she  should  return  thither  on  quit- 
ting her  service. 

Parke,  B. — That  averment  was  evidently  inserted  for 
the  purpose  of  shewing  an  animus  revertendi  in  the  daugh- 
ter, and  so  assimilating  this  case  to  those  in  which  actions 

(fl)  M.  &  M.328. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Mortimer  v.  M^Callan. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  defend- 
!?rSn'r"        «it  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  ^65,000,  for 

£5,000y  for  cer-  ^  j'        ' 

tainiCd  per  cent  certain,  to  wit,  J£5,000  interest  or  share  in  the  joint  atocfc 
be  sold,  and  of  £&  per  Cent,  aannities,  transferable  at  the  Bank  of  £ng- 
^a^li^trr'^.d^by  l^od^  ca^^d  the  ConsoUdated  £3  per  Cent.  Annuities,  ihea 
the  plaintiff  to    ggld  and  causcd  to  be  transferred  by  the  plaintiff  to  tbe 

the  defendant,  ...  ^  *■ 

and  by  the  de-  defendant  at  his  special  instance  and  request,  and  by  the 
Mcep^ed.  ^PUas  Mid  defoiidaat,  then,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  duly  accepted.  Then 
8ump8i"r2^d     ^'^  ^  aeeond  count  upon  an  account  stated, 
that  the  de-  ^^  defendant  pleaded,  first,  non  assumpsit:  aeoondly, 

fendant  did  not  '^  7—7  r       ^  ^^ 

accept  the  stock  as  to  the  first  Gouut  of  the  dedaration,  that  the  said  mte- 
tiE™At  the  trial  ^^^^  ^  share  in  the  said  joint  stock,  in  the  first  oannl; 

it  appeared  that 

one  T.,  a  stock-broker,  had  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  a  stock-jobber,  for  the  purchase  of  stock  to  the 
amount  of  £5,000  lor  the  defendant  The  plaintiff,  not  haviqf  any  stock  of  hia  owsy  applied  to 
W.,  who  agreed  to  transfer,  and  did  accordingly  transfer,  stock  standing  in  his  name  to  the  defend- 
ant E  vidence  was  giTen  that  it  was  the  usage  on  the  Stock  E  xohasgc  to  give  credit  to  the  broker, 
even  although  the  jprincipal  were  disclosed ;  though  credit  is  sometimes  given  to  the  principal, 
and  his  cheque  taken,  where  the  broker's  credit  is  not  thought  sufficient : — Heldt  that  under  these 
circumstances  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  consider,  whether  t^e 
plaintiff  sold  the  stock  on  the  credit  of  T.  and  T.  only,  or  on  the  credit  and  responsibility  of 
the  principal,  the  defendant;  and  the  jury  having  found  the  latter,  that  the  verdict  was 
right : — 

Heldf  also,  that  although  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possesion  of  the  atock  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  or  transfer,  he  could  maintain  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  the  price  of  it :  and  that  the  contract 
was  not  prohibited  by  the  stat  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8,  as  that  only  applies  to  fictitious  sales  of  stock, 
and  not  tu  cases  where  the  stock  is  actually  tranaferred,  although  the  seller  was  not  possessed 
of  it  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 

A  witness  having  been  called  to  prove  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  immediately  after  the 
transfer  had  taken  place,  the  plaintiff  requested  T.  to  give  him  the  cheque  of  his  principal : — 
H«ld,  that  this  evidence  was  admissible,  not  as  amounting  to  an  admission,  but  as  part  of  the 
res  gestae. 

In  order  to  prove  the  acceptance  of  the  stock  by  the  defendant,  evidence  was  adduced  that 
T.,  and  a  person  unknown  to  the  clerk  in  the  Bank,  came  there  with  T.  and  made  an  entry  of 
his  acceptance  of  the  stock,  and  a  witness  was  then  called  who  proved  that  he  had  inspected 
the  Bank  books,  and  that  the  signature  to  the  acceptance  of  the  stock  was  in  the  defendant's 
handwriting: — Held,  that  this  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the  acceptance  of  the  stock  by 
the  defendant,  and  that  it  was.  not  necessary  that  the  Bank  books  themselves  should  be  pro« 
duced,  they  not  being  removable  on  the  ground  of  public  convenience. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  several  letters,  containing  accounts  between  the  defendant  and  T., 
were  offered  in  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  debt  from  T.  to  the  defendant  to  the  amount 
of  the  stock  transferred.  Other  evidence  had  been  given  which  shewed  that  fact  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  admitted  in  his  reply,  that  the  existence  of  the  debt  from  T. 
to  the  defendant  had  been  sufficiently  established.  The  defence  turned  on  a  point  collateral  to 
this  question.  This  evidence  having  been  rejected: — Held,  that  rejection  of  it  did  not  form  a 
sufficient  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

Held,  also,  that  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  of  the  acceptance  of  stock  from  the  plaintiff, 
was  sufficiently  shewn,  although  made  through  the  medium  of  W. 
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Fjjceh.  of  Pleat,  books  was  produced^  in  which  there  appeared  to  be  a  trans- 
^  fer  of  that  amount  of  stock  by  Ward ;  and  for  the  purpose 
Mortimer  of  proving  the  identity  of  the  defendant  with  the  person  to 
m*Callam.  whom  the  stock  was  transferred^  a  clerk  in  the  Bank  was 
called^  who  proved  that  on  the  day  in  question^  a  person 
whom  he  did  not  know  came  to  the  Bank  with  Taylor^  and 
made  an  entry  of  his  acceptance  of  the  stock ;  and  it  was 
then  proposed  to  shew  the  identity  of  the  defendant  with 
that  person^  by  proving  that  the  name  in  the  Bank  books^ 
as  acceptor  of  the  stocky  was  in  his  handwriting.  This  evi- 
dence was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that,  in  order  to 
prove  the  defendant's  handwriting,  the  Bank  books  them- 
selves ought  to  be  proved,  and  that  if  on  the  ground  of 
public  convenience  they  could  not  be  produced,  no  second- 
ary evidence  of  their  contents  could  be  given  to  prove  the 
defendant's  identity.  The  learned  Judge  however  received 
the  evidence.  A  stock  receipt,  signed  by  Ward,  was  also  put 
in  evidence,  which  stated  that  he.  Ward,  had  received  money 
from  the  defendant  for  the  transfer  of  £5,000  stock.  It 
was  proved  also,  that  after  the  transfer  was  made,  a  conver- 
sation had  taken  place  between  the  plaintiff  and  Taylor,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  had  requested  Taylor  to  give  him  the 
cheque  of  his  principal,  when  he  gave  his  own  cheque,  re- 
questing that  it  might  not  be  presented  till  the  next  day. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  of  the  conver- 
sation having  taken  place  after  the  transfer  was  made,  but 
the  objection  was  overruled.  The  plaintiff  subsequently 
pressed  Taylor  for  the  money,  when  he  admitted  that  he  had 
no  fonds  at  the  bank  on  which  his  cheque  was  drawn ;  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  summoned  him  as  a  defaulter  before  the 
committee  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  when  he  admitted  that 
he  had  for  a  long  time  owed  the  defendant  £5,000  worth  of 
stock,  which  the  defendant,  who  had  employed  him  in  several 
stock  transactions,  had  allowed  to  remain  in  his  hands,  on 
receiving  an  undertaking  that  he  would  replace  it  within 
a  certain  time.     It  appeared  that  shortly  before  this  trans- 
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jSjrdh.  ^  Pi0M,  Sir  ^.  W.FoOett  now  moved  to  enter  a  nMianitj  i«  fer 
.  ^^'  .  H  new  trial. — 'Pirat,  the  learned  Judge  miadirected  tho  jniy 
ifoRTiMBft  with  reference  to  the  question  to  whom  credit  waa  giveift. 
H'Callam.  The  etidence  of  the  uaage  of  the  Stock  Exchange  ab/^wed 
that  credit  was  usually  given  to  the  broker^  and  not  to  the 
principal;  and  the  question  left  to  the  jury  ought  to  have 
been.  Did  the  plaintiff,  on  the  present  occasion,  contrary  to 
the  practice  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  give  credit  to  the 
principal  instead  of  the  broker?  The  general  rale  with 
respect  to  the  responsibility  of  principal  and  agcait  ia  laid 
down  in  Paierson  v.  Cranda$eqm  (a), — ^that  if  the  mikif, 
knowing  that  the  buyer,  though  dealing  in  his  own  nam^ 
is  in  truth  the  agent  of  another,  elect  to  give  credit  to  such 
agent,  he  cannot  afterwards  recover  against  the  known 
principal;  but  if  the  principal  be  not  known  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase,  the  principal  when  discovered,  or  the  agent, 
may  be  sued  at  the  election  of  the  seller;  unless  where, 
by  the  usage  of  trade,  the  credit  is  understood  to  be  con- 
fined to  the  agent  so  dealing.  Now,  according  to  the 
uaage  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  the  credit  here  was  confined 
to  the  broker,  and  the  principal  is  not  liable.  [Ahkrwon, 
B. — ^la  not  the  question  whether  he  bought  as  principal  or 
as  agent  ?  K  a  party  goes  into  the  market  and  buys  stock 
as  principal,  the  person  to  whom  the  seller  afterwards  trans* 
fera  it  cannot  be  liable  for  what  he  so  buys.  But  if  he 
goes  into  the  market  and  buys  aa  an  agent,  ia  not  the  prin- 
cipal liable  when  discovered?]  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary 
agency  it  may  be  so,  but  there  is  a  distinction  in  the  case  of 
a  stock-broker,  by  the  usage  of  the  Stock  Exchange,  [^tf- 
derson,  B. — ^The  rule  as  to  credit  being  given  to  the  baroker, 
ia  a  mere  honorary  regulation  among  the  members  of  the 
Stock  Exchange.  No  one  can  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiff 
iaook  the  responsibility  of  the  principal.  Lord  AAkiffer, 
G.  B. — And  the  question  as  to  whom  credit  waa  given  was 
left  to  the  jury.} 

(a)  15  EMt,  62. 


64  CASES    IN    TH£    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch.  of  Pleat,  chuTcIi  OH  a  Certain  day;  that  could  not  be  done  by  prov- 

^     ^  '  -     i^g  ^  handwriting  in  the  parish  books ;  because  it  would 

Mortimer     be  to  prove  a  collateral  fact^  which  might  be  established  by 

mm 

M'Callan.  independent  evidence.  It  is  submitted  that  if  a  document 
is  required  for  a  collateral  purpose^  the  original  document 
ought  to  be  in  Courts  in  order  that  the  jury  may^  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  its  genuineness,  have  the  opportu- 
nity of  comparing  it  with  other  documents  which  may  be 
produced,  or  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examining  the  wit- 
ness who  comes  forward  to  prove  it.  The  rule  on  this  sub- 
ject is  thus  laid  down  by  Pouns,  C  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Smith  (a)  : 
''  Where  things  are  evidence  of  themselves,  as  corporation 
books,  we  make  no  rule  to  produce  them,  but  only  that  a 
party  may  have  copies,  which  copies  are  evidence;  but 
this  examination  (before  a  Justice  of  the  peace)  is  not  evi- 
dence of  itself,  without  proving  the  hand  of  the  party ; 
and  so  it  is  of  warrants  and  affidavits ;  and,  therefore,  a 
copy  of  them  is  no  evidence,  and  we  must  have  the  original, 
for  nothing  else  concludes  the  party/' 

Thirdly,  the  learned  Judge  ought  not  to  have  received 
evidence  of  the  conversation  between  Taylor  and  the 
plaintiff,  behind  the  back  of  the  defendant,  after  the 
stock  had  been  transferred,  and  the  transaction  was  at 
an  end.  That  was  a  mere  statement  made  by  an  agent, 
after  his  power  to  bind  his  principal  was  determined, 
and  therefore  could  not  affect  the  latter.  [Lord  Abin- 
ffer,  C.  B. — ^Was  it  not  part  of  the  res  gestse?]  .  It  oc- 
curred after  the  transaction  was  at  an  end,  and  there- 
fore was  not  admissible.  It  is  immaterial  whether  it  was 
on  the  same  day  or  six  months  afterwards,  provided  the 
transaction  was  completed. — Fourthly,  the  four  letters 
from  the  defendant  to  Taylor,  containing  the  accoimts  be- 
tween them,  were  improperly  rejected.  They  were  material 
evidence  in  the  cause,  as  shewing  the  origin  of  the  debt 

(a)  1  Str.  126. 
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Bxch.  of  Pt§d$,  The  first  objection  turns  upon  an  alleged  improper  di* 
^  ^  '  ^  rection  by  the  learned  Judge,  upon  the  question  whether 
Mortimer  the  credit  was  given  to  Taylor  or  to  the  defendant  by 
M'Callan.  the  plaintiff.  Now  that  question,  undoubtedly,  is  one  of 
a  very  important  character,  as  it  involves  the  practice  of 
the  Stock  Exchange  generally.  I  have  no  doubt  myself 
from  the  long  experience  I  have  had  in  matters  of  this 
description,  that  there  is  an  understanding  between  the 
parties  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  that  inter  se  they  hold  the 
broker  liable.  I  do  not  say  that  understanding  would  not 
have  a  very  great  influence  on  the  question  in  individual 
cases ;  but  it  is  admitted  in  this  case  that  there  was  evi- 
dence which  shewed  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  party 
meant  to  hold  the  broker  only  responsible,  or  to  have  also 
the  security  of  the  principal.  I  do  not  apprehend  the  rules 
of  the  Stock  Exchange  would  make  any  difference  as  to 
the  right  of  a  party  who  sells  stock,  to  choose  to  what 
person  credit  shaU  be  given  if  he  thinks  proper,  and 
the  evidence  shews  that  it  was  the  case  sometimes  to 
look  to  the  principal.  That,  then,  brings  it  to  a  ques- 
tion  in  this  particular  case, — whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
meant  to  take  the  credit  of  Taylor  only,  and  give  up  that 
of  the  defendant,  or  whether  he  insisted  on  the  credit  of 
the  defendant  ?  Now  that  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  I 
think  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  them  upon  that  ques- 
tion, and  the  learned  Judge  seems  to  me  to  have  left  it 
very  fairly  to  them,  and  in  words  quite  sufficient  for  the 
jury  to  understand  that  the  question  was,  whether  or  not 
the  plaintiff  had  sold  the  stock  on  the  credit  of  Taylor  only, 
and  had  given  up  his  claim  on  M'Callan.  If  he  chose  to 
take  Taylor  and  give  up  M'CaUan,  undoubtedly  he  must 
abide  by  the  consequences.  The  whole  question  upon 
this  part  of  the  case  is,  whether  he  did  so  or  not,  and 
there  was  at  least  evidence  to  raise  a  question  of  doabt, 
which  the  jury  alone  could  determine,  and  that  question 
was  left  by  the  learned  Judge  correctly.  I  think,  therefore^ 
we  cannot  disturb  the  verdict  upon  that  groimd. 
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Exch,  of  Pieast  been  to  the  contrary ;  and  the  evidence  was  rejected,  on 
^  '   ^    the  ground  that  there  was  no  such  inconvenience  attending 

Mortimer     the  removal  of  the  journals  as  of  the  books  of  the  Bank. 

M'Callan.  The  next  case  that  arose  was  with  respect  to  the  books  of 
the  Customs  and  Excise  {a).  It  was  formerly  the  practice 
to  produce  them,  but  after  some  consideration  it  was 
thought  that  the  public  inconvenience  was  so  great,  that 
it  has  become  every  day^s  practice,  in  this  and  the  other 
Courts,  to  allow  copies  of  those  books  to  be  received  in 
evidence.  That  goes  upon  the  general  principle  of  not 
removing  books  of  general  concernment.  Then  does  not 
that  principle  apply  in  aU  such  cases?  The  public  in- 
convenience in  this  case  is  as  great  as  in  the  case  of  any 
other  books.  I  think  a  case  has  been  aptly  put  by  my 
Brother  Alderson,  that  if  a  writing  were  on  a  wall,  might 
you  not  give  evidence  of  the  character  of  the  handwriting, 
as  probable  evidence  of  who  wrote  it,  without  producing 
the  wall  in  Court  ?  Suppose  a  man,  instead  of  printing  a 
Ubel  in  the  usual  way,  were  to  write  it  on  the  dead  walls 
of  the  metropolis,  is  it  to  be  said  that  he  cannot  be 
punished,  because  you  cannot  produce  the  wall  in  Court  ? 
May  you  not,  in  such  a  case,  prove  his  handwriting? 
Nor  is  this  case  altogether  imaginary — I  would  mention 
a  case  which  occurred  very  early  in  my  professional  life, 
where  a  man  was  convicted  of  writing  a  libel  on  the  wall  of 
the  Liverpool  gaol.  In  that  case  the  handwriting  of  the 
party  was  proved,  and  he  was  convicted.  Formerly  the 
actual  production  of  an  answer  in  Chancery  was  required, 
but  the  Lord  Chancellor's  officers  had  been  in  the  habit 
of  carrying  out  these  documents  without  the  consent  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  as  that  was  foimd  to  be  incon- 
venient, they  were  forbidden  to  do  it,  and  the  conse- 
quence is,  that  an  office  copy  is  now  given  in  evidence, 
in  cases  where  the  original  would  be  evidence.  I  also 
remember  a  case  where  two  persons  were  convicted  in 

(a)  See  Rex  v.  King,  2  T.  R.  234 ;  Ftdkr  v.  Feichy  CarUi.  346. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  Taylor.      K   the    question    was,    whether  Taylor    owed 
'   ^     M^Callan  a  sum  of  money,  these  accounts  would  not 
Mortimer     prove  it.     How  could  accounts  between  Taylor  and  the 
M'Callan.     defendant  tend  to  establish  the  existence  of  a  debt,  in  an 
action  between  the  defendant  and  a  third  party  ?    I  think 
they  certainly  were  not  evidence  at  all.     The  letters  di- 
recting  the  money  to  be  invested  were  evidence,  because 
they  were  directions  given  to  the  agent ;  they  were  evi- 
dence of  the  fact;  but  it  is  quite  new  to  me  for  a  party  to 
say,  I  will  establish  a  debt  due  to  myself,  by  letters  of  my 
agent,  who  is  not  a  party  in  the  cause.     I  think,  therefore, 
these  letters  were  properly  rejected. 

The  next  point  is,  that  the  stock  was  not  the  stock  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  was  Ward's  stock ;  and  it  is  said  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  enforce  his  contract  for  the  sale  of  thiiA 
<  stock,  because  he  had  none  at  the  time  of  the  contract. 

That  general  proposition  certainly  is  not  true ;  how  many 
merchants  are  there  who  make  contracts  to  sell  things 
which  they  are  not  in  possession  of?  Can  it  be  doubted^ 
that  a  man  who  has  made  a  contract  to  sell  that  which  he 
is  hot  then  possessed  of,  if  he  obtain  means  to  perform 
that  contract,  and  to  deliver  the  thing  sold,  by  his  own 
hands  or  by  the  agency  of  another,  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  price  of  it  ?  But  it  is  said,  that  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
hibition in  the  act  of  Parliament,  he  could  not  sell  this  stock. 
Now  that  act  was  made  for  th^  purpose  of  preventing  what 
is  declared  to  be  an  iQegal  traflScking  in  the  fimds,  by  sell- 
ing fictitious  stock  merely  by  way  of  differences ;  but  it 
never  was  intended  to  affect  bonft  fide  sales  of  stock,  or  to 
say,  if  a  man  undertakes  to  sell  stock  to  another,  and  trans- 
fers the  actual  stock,  and  delivers  it  to  him,  and  he  accepts 
the  stock,  that  that  is  not  a  lawful  transaction.  That  is  not 
a  case  within  the  statute  at  all.  True,  the  plaintiff  had  not 
the  stock  at  the  time  it  was  purchased,  but  he  had  it  before 
it  was  invested  in  the  name  of  the  defendant ;  and  whether 
he  transferred  it  to  the  defendant  himself,  or  procured  an- 
other person  to  transfer  it  for  him,  makes  no  difference. 
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Za  point  of  tact,  he  procured  stock ;  and  through  his  in-  Exeh.  of  puat^ 
ftromentality,   the  defendant  became  possessed  of  the    ^    ^'  ^ 
stock;  and  therefore^  whether  he  had  it  transferred  into     Mortimer 
his  own  name  first,  and  then  re-transferred  it,  makes  no     M'Callak. 
difference.     I  therefore  think  there  is  nothing  in  that  ob- 
jection. 

The  next  is,  that  the  issue,  that  the  defendant  accepted 
the  stock  firom  the  plaintiff,  was  not  proved.     Now  let  us  x 
see  what  that  issue  is.     The  declaration  states,  that  the 
defiendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
£5000  for  certain  stock  then  sold  and  caused  to  be  trans- 
fened  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  by  the  defend- 
ant duly  accepted.     The  meaning  of  that  is,  that  it  was 
•old  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  that  he  took  to 
it ;  that  he  took  the  stock  as  his  own,  not  that  he  accepted 
it  from  the  plaintiff.    Then  the  defendant,  by  his  plea,  en- 
deavoun  to  introduce  that  which  is  not  part  of  the  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration.     He  says,  I  did  not  accept  from 
the  plaintiff,  meaning  to  say  he  accepted  from  Ward ;  but 
that  is  no  part  of  the  issue  in  the  sense  in  which  it  has 
been  contended  for;  the  words  "  from  the  plaintiff*^  there 
are  immaterial — ^the  question  is,  whether  he  did  not  accept 
the  stock,  and  he  did.     But  I  cannot  agree  altogether  that 
he  did  not  accept  it  from  the  plaintiff,  supposing  that  was 
material  to  the  issue.     The  plaintiff  is   the  person  who 
cuses  Ward  to  transfer,  and  Ward  having  transferred,  the 
defendant  accepted  this  stock — ^that  is,  the  stock  which  the 
plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  transfer  to  him ;  and  thus  he 
does  accept  it  &X)m  the  plaintiff.     It  appears  to  me,  there- 
fore, that  there  is  no  groimd  for  a  rule  in  this  case  on  any 
of  the  points  which  have  been  suggested. 

Alde&son,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  question  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  it  being 
in  substance  whether  the  plaintiff  trusted  Taylor,  or  trusted 
M'Cillan,  the  principal.  There  was  abundant  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  infer  that  he  trusted 
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M*eh.  qf  Pleat,  M^Callan,  and  they  have  found  that  he  did,  and  the  learned 
*   ^     Judge  and  the  Court  are  perfectly  satisfied  with  that  as  a 
Mortimer     conclusion   of  fact.     It  was  the  proper  point  to  be  left 
M'Callan.     to  the  jury,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  was  the  only  ver- 
dict which  could  reasonably,  under  the  circumstances,  be 
found. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  or  not  the  acceptance  of 
the  stock  was  proved,  by  the  evidence  which  was  offered 
of  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant  in  the  Bank  books. 
Now  it  appears  that  the  documents  produced  shew  a  trans- 
fer and  acceptance  in  point  of  form,  but  these  being  only 
copies,  they  do  not  shew  that  the  stock  was  transferred 
to  and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  unless  some  act  of  his, 
done  at  the  time  when  he  is  at  the  Bank,  in  the  Bank 
books,  be  also  shewn.  The  Bank  books  are  not  capable  of 
being  produced  without  so  much  public  inconvenience,  that 
the  Courts  have  directed  them  to  remain  in  the  Bank,  and 
copies  of  them  to  be  received  in  evidence  for  the  purpose 
for  which  the  books  are  receivable.  Then,  if  they  are  not 
removable  on  the  ground  of  public  inconvenience,  that  is 
upon  the  same  footing  in  point  of  principle  as  in  the  case 
of  that  which  is  not  removable  by  the  physical  nature  of 
the  thing  itself.  Inscriptions  upon  tombstones  or  on  a  waU 
are  proved  every  day  in  this  way  for  that  reason.  The 
necessity  of  the  case  in  the  one  instance,  and  in  the  other 
case  the  general  public  inconvenience  which  would  follow 
firom  the  books  being  removed,  supplies  the  reason  of  the 
rule.  Then  how  is  it  shewn  that  that  of  which  a  copy  has 
been  produced,  has  been  executed  by  the  defendant  ?  That 
is  proved  by  the  person  who  saw  Mr.  Ward  and  him  going 
towards  the  Stock  Exchange ;  by  the  clerk  at  the  Bank, 
who  saw  Mr.  Taylor  in  an  unknown  person's  presence 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer  and  the  acceptance  of  the 
stock,  and  by  his  pointing  out  to  a  third  person  the  accept- 
ance of  the  stock,  which  person  knows  that  it  is  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  defendant.  Putting  all  these  things 
together,  can  any  one  doubt  that  this  is  reasonable  evi- 
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Are*,  tf  Pleat,  given  in  evidence  independently  of  its  being  a  part  of  the 
'   '    original  transaction.    Therefore  I  think  that  was  properly 
MoRTiMBE     admitted. 

MACALLAN.  With  respect  to  the  letters,  I  entirely  concur  in  the  view 
my  Lord  has  taken  of  them ;  but,  independently  of  that, 
supposing  the  letters  to  have  been  receivable,  and  suppos- 
ing them  to  have  been  rejected  by  the  learned  Judge,  I 
apprehend  we  ought  not,  on  this  account,  to  grant  a  new 
trial,  the  object,  and  the  sole  object,  of  these  letters 
being,  if  they  were  admissible,  to  prove  a  fact  admitted 
in  the  course  of  the  cause.  In  the  case  of  Edwards  v. 
Evans  (a),  this  point  arose.  That  was  an  action  for 
bribery,  and  the  question  was,  whether  or  not  certain 
conversations  had  taken  place  between  the  party  accused 
and  the  party  who  was  supposed  to  have  bribed  him — a 
gentleman  of  the  name  of  Kinnaird.  The  plaintiff  called 
a  witness  who  proved  the  conversation  with  Kinnaird,  and 
then  called  another  witness  to  prove  the  same  conversation. 
Then  a  very  nice  question  arose,  whether  that  witness  was 
incapacitated  from  being  examined  on  the  ground  of  his 
having  an  interest  in  the  transaction.  The  learned  Judge, 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrencey  who  tried  the  cause,  was  of  opinion 
that  he  ought  to  be  rejected  on  the  ground  of  interest,  and 
the  question  was  raised  before  the  Court  whether  the 
Judge  had  been  right  in  so  ruling,  and  aU  the  Court  con- 
curred that  it  was  a  very  considerable  question  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court,  and  upon  that  ground  a  rule 
ought  to  be  granted;  but  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  from  the 
Judge^s  report  that  the  question  at  the  trial  did  not  turn 
on  the  words  used  in  the  conversation,  which  alone  the 
witness  was  called  to  prove,  that  conversation  having  been 
proved  by  another  person,  and  the  whole  defence  turning, 
not  on  the  denial  of  the  words,  but  upon  the  question  whe- 
ther those  words  were  spoken  seriously  or  were  used  merely 
in  jest,  the  Court,  upon  the  ground  that  the  examination  of 

(a)  3  £ast,  451. 


HILAKY   T£AM^   3   VICT.  75 

He  second  witness  could  not  have  at  all  tended  to  alter  the  BsdL  </  p/mj^ 
ferdict  as  found,  inasmuch  as  it  was  conceded  that  what 
tbat  witness  was  to  have  proved  had  been  proved  before, 
refused  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  though  they  were  of  opi-     M'Callan. 
nion  that  the  witness  had  been  improperly  rejected,  or  at 
least  that  the  question  as  to  his  improper  rejection  was  a 
q[uestioii  well  deserving  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 
Lord  EOenborouffh  there  says :    "  Here  the  issue,  which 
went  to  the  jury,  was  quite  collateral  and  immaterial  to 
what  liie  witness  was  called  to  prove.     For  the  evidence  of 
Mr.  EUnnaird,  which  Bradley  was  called  to  corroborate, 
was  admitted  to  be  true,  and  the  defence  made  was  quite 
collateral  to  it,  upon  which  the  verdict  was  given.''     Sir 
W.  Fottett  has  stated  that  we  cannot  tell  what  operates 
on  the  minds  of  the  jury — so  it  might  have  been  said  in 
EiiDareb  v.  Evan»,  "  the  jury  have  not  told  us  whether  they 
did  not  disbelieve  Elinnaird,  or  whether  they  might  not 
lisTe  believed  him  in  case  he  had  been  confirmed  by  Brad- 
ley :*'  but  as  the  whole  defence  was  collateral  to  that,  it  was 
presumed  that  the  jury,  as  men  of  understanding,  did  not 
disbelieve  the  witness  who  was  called,  as  the  fact  he  deposed 
to  was  not  disputed  at  the  time.     Now  these  letters  were 
tendered  in  evidence  to  shew  the  existence  of  a  debt  between 
M'Callan  and  Taylor;  and  when  Mr.  Cresstoell  comes  to  re- 
ply, he  admits  that  to  be  the  fact ;  and  that  being  a  fact 
idmitted,  and  that  fact  being  the  only  object  for  which  the 
letters  were  tendered,  it  would  be  a  new  thing  to  grant  a 
Mw  trial  upon  the  ground  that  letters  were  rejected,  which 
onljr  had  a  tendency  to  prove  a  fact  which,  being  before 
idmitted,  was  not  left  to  the  jury  at  all.    I  entirely  concur 
in  lU  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Crease  v.  Barrett.     This  is 
*caae  excepted  out  of  the  principle  of  Crease  v.  Barrett, 
exactly  in  the  same  way  that  EduHtrds  v.  Evans  was  con- 
ceded, in  the  judgment  in  Crease  v.  Barrett^  to  be  law,  and 
was  quoted  for  that  purpose.    Therefore,  upon  that  ground 
1  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 
Wth  respect  to  the  point  as  to  the  form  of  the  plead- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  ings,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  after  the  decision  of  this  Court 
'  ^  in  Hibblewhiie  v.  M'Marine  {a),  in  which  the  doctrine  of 
Mortimer  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Bryan  v.  Leuns  (i) — ^that  a  party  could 
M'Callan.  not  maintain  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  which  he  had 
not  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  the  contract — ^was  held 
not  to  be  maintainable  in  point  of  law,  inasmuch  as  it  would 
put  an  end  to  half  the  commercial  contracts  in  London ; — 
the  circumstance  of  the  plaintiff  not  having  stock  at  the  time 
of  the  contract  is  immaterial,  if  he  had  stock  to  deliver  at 
the  time  the  transfer  was  to  be  made.  Here  he  had  stock 
at  the  time  the  transfer  was  to  be  made,  for  he  procured 
Mr.  Ward  to  transfer  the  actual  quantity  of  stock,  and  the 
defendant  accepted  it  ,*  and  it  is  immaterial  to  him  whether 
he  received  the  actual  quantity  of  stock  from  the  plaintiff 
or  from  Mr.  Ward,  provided  he  received  under  the  contract 
with  the  plaintiff  that  which  he  received  from  Mr.  Ward. 
I  think  the  case  is  not  within  the  act  of  the  7  Geo.  2 : 
that  act  was  intended  to  prevent  gambling  transactions 
where  the  stock  is  not  delivered  in  any  part  of  the  trans- 
action, and  where  all  that  is  sought  to  be  recovered  is  a 
compensation  for  a  fictitious  sale,  which  was  a  mere  ima* 
gination  between  the  parties, — ^in  truth,  nothing  more  or 
less  than  a  gambling  transaction,  and  a  bet  between  them 
as  to  the  price  of  stock.  That  was  the  kind  of  dealing 
intended  to  be  prohibited;  but  here  the  stock  is  actually 
delivered,  the  defendant  has  received  it,  and  I  think  he 
may  therefore  well  have  an  action  brought  against  him, 
in  which  the  declaration  states  it  as  a  contract  for  stock 
sold  and  delivered. 

Then  comes  the  last  question — ^is  there  any  proof  that  it 
was  accepted  by  him  ?  .  I  quite  agree  with  what  my  Lord 
has  stated,  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  this 
declaration,  or  to  support  the  plaintiff's  claim,  that  there 
should  have  been  an  acceptance  proved  in  the  very  terms 
in  which  it  is  put  by  the  defendant ;  but  if  it  were>  I  think 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  462.  (b)  Ry.  &  M.  386. 
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Bzeh.  rf  PUat,  would  be  able  to  give  material  evidence  in  favour  of  the 

^    plaintilSs'  case^  on  the  trial  of  the  second  canse^  at  the  next 

Yates        sittings.     He  referred  to  a  case  of  Cobbold  v.  OrifmeU  (a), 

Thb  Dublin    in  which  the  Court  of  E^ng^s  Bench^  under  similar  dr- 

CoMPANT.^    oumstances^  granted  a  stay  of  proceedings  until  after  the 

trial  of  a  second  action  arising  out  of  the  same  injury; 

and  urged  that  such  an  arrangement  would  best  effectuate 

the  real  justice  of  the  case.     [Alderson,  B. — It  is  the 

plaintiffs^  own  fault  if  they  went  to  trial  on  insufficient 

evidence.     If  this  affidavit  had  been  produced  at  the  trials 

the  learned  Judge  would  probably  have  postponed  it. — 

Gumey,  B.,  expressed  his  opinion  that^  upon  the  balance 

of   the    evidence^    the  verdict    for  the   defendants  was 

right.] 

Alderson^  B. — I  think  we  ought  not  to  accede  to  this 
application.  I  fear  that  if  the  Court  were  to  grant  this  rule, 
it  might  be  drawn  into  a  dangerous  precedent.  This  is  a 
case  in  which  the  verdict  is  satisfactory  to  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause^  and  it  is  not  suggested  that 
there  has  been  any  misdirection :  but  it  is  said  that  there 
is  another  case  involving  precisely  the  same  question^  which 
stood  next  after  this  for  trials  and  was  withdrawn  in  con- 
sequence of  the  verdict  in  this  action^  and  it  is  suggested 
that  the  parties  will  be  enabled  to  try  the  second  cause  with 
additional  testimony^  and  so  make  that  more  clear  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiffs,  which  before  was  in  doubt  in  the  opinion 
of  the  jury.  The  only  authority  which  has  been  referred 
to  is  the  precedent  made  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
in  the  case  of  Cobbold  v.  Grinnell.  But  in  that  case  the 
Court  intimated  some  dissatisfaction  with  the  verdict — at 
least  they  thought  there  was  good  ground  for  further  inquiry 
to  be  made  with  respect  to  it.  They  did  not,  however, 
grant  a  new  trial,  where  there  was  another  cause  depend- 

(a)  £.  T.  1832;  not  reported. 
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ing  which  would  decide  the  same  pointy  and  which  might  Sxefu  tf  PUas, 

be  decided  so  BatisfGUstorily  as  to  render  it  unnecessary  to  '  ^ 

grant  a  new  trial;    but  thinking  the  matter  somewhat        Tats9 

doubtful^  the  Court  granted  the  rule  to  which  Sir  F.  Pol-    Tbb  Dubliw 

lock  has  referred.     I  am  not  prepared  to  dissent  firom  the    ^  coMPAiri^^ 

principle  of  that  decision;  and  if  it  appeared  that  there  had 

been  any  injustice  done  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present 

case^  we  should  be  disposed  to  grant  them  the  indulgence 

which  is  asked.     But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  case  of 

Cobbold  y.  Grinnett  was  very  different  from  the  present^ 

as  to  the  party  applying  for  redress ;  there  the  application 

was  made  by  the  defendant,  here  it  is  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant  has  no   command  over  the  record,   and 

can  only  ask  to  postpone  the  trial  on  affidavits,  on  the 

gromid  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness  whom  he  has 

mbpoenaed;  and  if  there  have  been  any  neglect  on  his 

part,  the  Court  will  not  assist  him,  and  the  plaintiff  re- 

ooren  against  him.   The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  may, 

at  the  beginning,  and  even  at  the  end  of  his  case,  stop  the 

trial,  at  the  expense  of  paying  the  costs  of  the  day,  and  so 

prevent  a  decision  firom  passing  finally  against  him.     He 

nay  withdraw  the  record  in  the  first  instance,  if  he  has 

sot  lufficient  evidence;  and  even  after  he  has  fiilly  heard 

tbe  defendant's  case,  and  the  summing  up  of  the  Judge,  he 

bas  to  the  last  moment  allowed  him,  if  he  choose,  to  be 

lummted,  and  withdraw  from  proceeding  further.    The 

plaintiffs  in  this  case  chose  not  to  do  that,  but  took  their 

dumce  of  obtaining  a  verdict,  and  that  when  they  knew 

^  &t  facts,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Judge,  and  the  manner 

in  wbich  he  was  submitting  the  case  to  the  jury.    Under 

these  drcumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  authority  of 

Cobbold  V.  Grinnell,  which  was  decided  on  the  particular 

drenmstaiices  of  that  case,  does  not  apply  to  the  present, 

where  the  plaintiffs,  having  all  these  advantages,  were 

content  to  stand  upon  the  evidence;  and  that  we  should 
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Exch.  of  PUat,  be  establishing  a  very  dangerous  precedent  if  we  were  to 
.   ^^      .     accede  to  this  motion.     The  rule  must  therefore  be  re- 
Yates       fused. 

9. 

Thb  Dublin 

^^ComJa^n"'       Gurney,  B.— I  think,  upon  the  evidence,  the  verdict 

was  right ;  but  if  it  had  been  the  other  way,  I  should  not 
have  thought  it  a  case  in  which  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


PrINGLE    V,   MOLLETT. 

The  charterer  X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  memorandum  of 
conveyance'of  a  charter-party,  brought  to  recover  J660  for  demurrage  for  ten 
fX^Tr^  u  ^y"'  "^t  *^«  stipulated  rate  of  £6  per  day,  and  damages 
not  Uabie  to  the  for  the  detention  of  the  plaintiff^s  ship  Diadem  by  the 
iinaToidabie  de-  defendant  for  thirty-three  days.     The  defendant  pleaded, 

■hip*by^he  *  ^7  ^^  ^*  P^^  ^  ^^  ®^  much  of  the  causes  of  action  in 
frost,  after  the     ^hc  declaration  (consisting  of  one  count)  as  relates  to  the 

completion  of  ^  ^  .  . 

the  loading.        keeping  and  detaining  the  said  ship  over  and  above  the 

fifty  days  and  ten  days  on  demurrage  in  the  memorandum 
of  charter-party  mentioned,  except  as  to  fourteen  days, 
that  he  did  not  keep  or  detain  the  said  ship ;  and  in  his 
second  plea,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  causes  of  action,  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  payment  of  £144  into  Court,  with  an 
averment  of  no  further  damage  in  respect  thereof.  The 
plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea, 
and  took  the  money  out  of  Court  on  the  second. 

The  parties  agreed  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on 
the  following  case. 

The  material  part  of  the  memorandum  of  charter-party 
is  as  follows : — "  Memorandum  of  charter-party,  London, 
19th  Jan.,  1837.    It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between 
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Harrop  Pringle^  £sq.^  owner  of  the  good  sliip  or  vessel  £xeh.  of  pieas, 
called  the  Diadem^  L.  LesUe^  master,  of  the  measurement     v_f^^L-/ 
of  376  tons  or  thereabouts,  now  lying  at  Shields,  and  John      Frinqle 
MoUett^  Esq.,  of  London,  merchant,  that  the  said  ship,       Mollett. 
being  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every  way  fitted  for 
ihe  voyage,  shall,  with  all  convenient  speed,  sail  and  pro- 
ceed to  Odessa,  (then  follow  stipulations  as  to  the  cargo 
and  rates  of  freight):  it  is  further   agreed,  that   on  the 
ship's  arrival  at  Odessa,  the  freighter's  agents  shall  have 
the  option  of  employing  her  for  one  intermediate  voyage 
to  a  safe  port  in  the  Mediterranean,  on  paying  three-fifths 
of  the  above  freight :  fifty  running  days  are  to  be  allowed 
to  the  said  merchant  (if  the  ship  is  not  sooner  despatched) 
for  loading  and  unloading  upon  each  voyage,  (if  two),  and 
ten  days  on  demiurrage  over  and  above  the  said  laying 
days,  at  £6  per  day/'     After  arriving  at  Odessa,  the  vessel 
proceeded,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  memorandum  of 
diarter-party,  on  an  intermediate  voyage  to  the  Mediter- 
nnean,  upon  which  no  question  has  arisen.     On  the  28th 
of  November,  1837,  the  Diadem  again  arrived  in  the  mole 
st  Odessa,  and  was  ready  to  be  loaded  on  the  9th  of  De- 
cember following,  on  which  day  her  loading  was   com- 
menced, with  a  general  cargo,  consisting  of  timber,  pearl 
uhes,  wool,  tallow,  seed,  and  grain;  and  on  the  9th  of 
Pebroary  foUovdng  the  said  loading  was  completed.     On 
tile  29th  of  December,  1837,  and  during  the  progress  of 
tbe  said  loading,,  the  mole  was  frozen  in,  and  in  conse- 
^nce  thereof  the  Diadem  was  fixed  in  the  ice,  and  totally 
unable  to  sail  homeward  until  the  28th  of  February,  1838, 
when  the  captain  and  crew  were  enabled,  and  not  before 
that  time,  to  cut  through  the  ice,  and  to  get  the  Diadem 
into  clear  water.     The  ship  afterwards  arrived  in  London, 
and  employed  eleven  days  there  in  unloading.     The  whole 
period  at  Odessa,  between  the  9th  of  December,  1837,  and 
the  28th  of  February,  1838,  was  82  days,  which,  with  the 

VOL.  VI.  G  M.  W, 
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Excfu  of  Piios,  time  of  detention  at  London^  amounted  to  08  dajrs^  which, 

^     after  deducting  there&om  the  50  running  days  allowed  by 

Prinole      the  memorandum  of  charter-party  for  loading  and  unload* 

MoLLBTT.      ing^  are  reduced  to  43  days^  in  respect  of  which  the  action 

is  brought. 

The  payment  of  £144  into  Court  is  computed  by  the 
defendant^  and  paid  by  him^  in  respect  of  24  days,  namely, 
the  ten  days  on  demurrage^  three  days  of  detention  at 
Odessa,  (the  7th,  8th,  and  9th  of  February),  and  eleven 
days  at  London. 

K  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is 
liable  for  the  detention  of  the  vessel  from  the  9th  of  Fe- 
bruary until  the  28th  of  February,  or  any  part  thereof, 
that  is  to  say,  from  the  time  that  the  loading  was  com- 
pleted until  the  vessel  was  free  from  ice,  then  a  judg- 
ment shaU  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
120/.,  or  such  sum  as  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  the 
defendant  is  liable  for,  by  confession :  and  if  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  so  liable, 
then  a  judgment  of  nolle  prosequi  shall  be  entered  for  the 
defendant.  Either  party  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the 
pleadings,  or  memorandum  of  charter-party,  as  part  of 
the  case. 

The  points  marked  for  argument  were  as  follows : — ^For 
the  plaintiff — ^that  the  owner  is  entitled  to  recover  for 
those  days  mentioned  in  the  case.  For  the  defendant — 
that  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  for  the  detention  of  the  ves- 
sel by  the  frost,  fr^m  the  time  that  the  loading  was  com- 
plete until  the  vessel  was  freed  from  the  ice. 

Alexander,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  payment  into  Court 
covers  the  space  of  24  days,  of  which  three  were  days  ol 
detention  at  Odessa;  but  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recovtf 
in  respect  of  19  additional  days,  during  which  the  vessel 
was  frozen  in ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  owner  of 
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the  ship^  or  the  charterer^  is  to  bear  the  loss  arising  from  Exck.  of  puat, 
that  unavoidable  detention.     The  general  rule  of  law  is,      v     ^^'   . 
that  detention  is  to  be  paid  for  by  the  charterer,  and  not       Prinole 
by  the  owner:  Abbott. on  Shipping,  269  (6th  edition).      Mollbtt. 
Barker  v.  Hodgson  (a),  and  Barrett  v.  Button  (i),  are  au- 
thorities to  shew  that  the  freighter  of  a  vessel  is  not  ex- 
cased  from  the  performance  of  his  covenant  by  an  una- 
Toidable  detention.     [Parkey  B. — This  is  a  very  different 
case :  in  those  cases  the  loading  of  the  vessel  was  impeded ; 
here  the  detention  was  not  during  the  loading,  but  after 
it  was  completed  the  ice  prevented  her  sailing.    The  de- 
fendant has  paid  for  all  demurrage  during  the  time  of 
loading.     Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  meaning  of  "  running 
days''  is,  that  the  freighter  shall  not  waste  time  in  loading 
md  unloading.] 

Per  Curiam. — This  is  a  clear  case,  and  the  judgment 
miut  be  for  the  defendant.  The  detention  by  the  ice  was 
not  occasioned  by  any  fault  of  the  defendant.  In  order 
to  render  him  liable,  the  detention  must  have  been  for 
die  purpose  of  loading.  Here  the  ship  was  detained  only 
three  days  for  that  purpose,  and  those  have  been  paid  for. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

W,  H,  Watson  was  to  have  argued  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  3  M.  &  Sel.  267.  (6)  4  Carapb.  333. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


Plea,  to  an        JJeBT  by  the  payees  against  the  makers  of  a  promissory 


Jones  and  Another  v.  Jones  and  Another. 

by  the  payee  note  for  £S6,  dated  6th  June^  1838^  payable  on  demand: 

iMkerofapro-  ^^^  *  count  on  an  account  stated. — Plea,  as  to  the  first 

pa*Xie  on'de-  ^^^^"^>  ^^^*  *^®  promissory  note  in  that  count  mentioned 

mand,  that  the  ^as  made  and  given  bv  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  for 

note  was  given  *  n   g^ 

as  and  for  the  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  the  said  sum  of  £35 

nioney  *to  be  ^^  *^^  ^^^  ^^^^  mentioned,  as  and  for  the  purchase-money 

^'amtiff  for  *^  ^^  P^^^  *^  ^'^°  plaintiffs  for  the  sale  to  the  defendant 

land  agreed  to  Owcu  Joucs  of  a  Certain  cottagc  and  land,  by  virtue  of  an 

be  sold  by  the 

plaintiff  to  the  agreement  then,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  June,  1838,  made 

fhlrnlTmemo^  between  the  defendant  Owen  Jones  and  the  plaintiffi  for 

randum  or  note  the  Sale  of  the  Said  cottage  and  land :  and  that  the  said 

of  the  contract  ° 

in  writing  was  contract  for  thc  salc  of  the  said  tenement  was  not,  nor 

defendant,  or  was  any  memorandum  or  note  thereof  in  writing  signed 

iawfuii"autho-  ^^  ^^^  ®^^  Owcu  Joucs,  being  the  party  to  be  charged 

rizedbyhim;  therewith,  or  any  person  or  persons  thereimto  lawfully 

and  that  there  i       .       i,      i.  ,     i        i    «      , 

was  not  any  authonzed  by  him :  and  the  defendants  further  say,  that 

consideration  .-i  ,       ,  ..  "j        a*  i        /» 

or  value  for  the  there  was  uot  at  any  time  any  consideration  or  value  for 
making  or  pay-  ^he  defendants'  making  the  said  promissory  note,  or  pay- 
note,  except  as  ment  of  the  amount  thereof,  except  as  aforesaid ;  and  the 

aforesaid  *~^" 

Held  bad  on  plaintiff's  have  held,  and  now  hold,  the  same  without  value 

f^HrJ^.   ^'  or  consideration. — Verification. 
The  plaintiff       Replication,  that  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 

replied,  that  *■        ^  ^  *=* 

after  the  making  contract  in  the  said  first  plea  mentioned,  the  defendant 

the  defendant '  Owcu  Joucs  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  a  certain  sum,  to  wit, 

fhe^purcha^se-  ^^®  ^^^  ^^  ^^'  ^^^'^  ^^  P^^^  Satisfaction  and  discharge  of 

money,  and  was  thc  purchase-mouey  for  the  said  cottage  and  land  in  the 

let  into  posses-  .  ^ 

&ion,  and  that  Said  first  plca  mentioned,  and  was  then,  to  wit,  on  the  said 

aiways'becn  ^^^  ^^7  ^f  Juuc,  1838,  put  iuto  the  posscssion  of  the  said 

ready  and  will-  cottage  and  land,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and 

mg  to  execute  a  *^ 

conveyance:—  still  is  in  the  posscssiou  aiid  enjoyment  thereof,  under  and 

Quarey  whether  .  /•     i  •  i 

this  replication  lu  pursuaucc  of  the  said  coutract ;  and  the  plaintiffs  in 

muUifario*us-  ^^^  further  say,  that  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
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said  contract,  they,  the  plaintiffs,  have  always  been  and  Exeh,  of  puat, 
still  are  ready  and  willing  to  execute  a  conveyance  of  the  *  ^ 

said  cottage  and  land  to  the  defendant  Owen  Jones,  accord-        Jones 

9* 

ing  to  the  said  contract. — Verification.  Jones. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  grounds  that  the  replication 
neither  traversed  nor  confessed  and  avoided  the  plea ;  that 
it  offers  immaterial  issues,  and  that  it  is  multifarious. — 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 


Hayes,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  on  this  record. 
Rnt,  the  replication  is  multifarious :  it  alleges,  by  way  of 
answer  to  the  plea,  first,  the  part-payment  of  the  purchase* 
money ;  secondly,  the  letting  of  the  defendant  into  pos- 
session; and,  thirdly,  the  willingness  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
execute  a  conveyance.  The  letting  into  possession  is  a  fact 
sitogether  beside  the  part-payment  of  the  purchase-money ; 
esch  may  have  an  effect  in  equity,  but  they  are  distinct 
grounds  of  answer,  and  the  defendants  cannot  take  issue 
on  both.  If  either  be  material,  one  is  as  much  so  as  the 
other,  and  the  defendants  cannot  tell  which  is  relied  on. 
[ParkCy  B. — Is  the  plea  good?  The  defendant  chooses  to 
give  the  note  on  being  let  into  possession ;  then  surely  he 
must  pay  it :  he  has  got  all  he  bargained  for.]  Nothing 
appears  upon  the  plea  but  that  the  note  was  given  on  a 
verbal  contract  for  the  sale  of  laud,  and  that  there  was  no 
other  consideration  for  it.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The 
defendants  say  the  contract  was  not  in  writing;  does  it 
therefore  follow  that  the  plaintiff  will  not  execute  it  ?  The 
plea  should  have  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  had  refused  to 
transfer  the  estate  to  the  defendant.  Parke,  B. — The  de- 
fendants are  bound  to  pay  the  note,  unless  they  shew  that 
there  was  no  consideration  whatever  for  it.  How  do  we 
know,  from  the  plea,  that  the  defendant  has  not  had  pos- 
sesion?] The  plea  is  to  be  looked  at  as  upon  a  general  de- 
murrer; and  the  allegation,  that  there  was  no  other  consi- 
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Exeh,  of  PUas,  deration  for  the  note  except  the  parol  agreement^  excludes 
^    the  notion  that  anything  has  passed  besides  the  mere  exe- 
joNEs        cutory  contract.     Then  there  is  no  vaUd  agreement  to 
Jones.       satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     The  action  in  effect  is  to 
enforce  an  agreement  in  breach  of  the  statute.    An  agree- 
ment within  the  statute  must^  in  order  to  giye  a  cause  of 
action^  contain  in  the  writing  the  consideration  for  the 
promise,  as  well  as  the  promise  itself :   Wain  v.  Warlters  (a), 
confirmed  by  Saunders  v.  Wakefield  [b).    This  is  a  contract 
altogether  executory.    Can  it  be  said  the  agreement  is  not 
binding  when  it  stands  merely  as  a  contract,  but  becomes 
binding  by  the  giving  of  a  promissory  note  ?    There  is  no 
distinction  between  that  and  any  other  promise  to  pay  in 
futuro,  except  its  negotiability,  and  that  it  primft  facie 
imports  consideration.     \W.  H.  Watson,  for  the  plaintiffs, 
referred  to  Sowerby  v.  Butcher  (c)].     That  case  did  not 
arise  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     There,  also,  there  clearly 
was  a  consideration,  in  the  contract  implied  by  the  bill  of 
exchange  to  give  time  to  the  third  party.     This  is  in  truth 
an  action  to  recover  the  purchase-money  of  an  estate,  and 
what  the  estate  was  is  to  be  proved  by  parol.    [Parke,  B. — 
We  must  assume,  on  these  pleadings,  that  the  note  was 
given  for  the  purchase-money,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
perfectly  ready  to  execute  a  conveyance.     The  plea  does 
not  aver  that  they  are  not  ready  and  willing  to  convey. 
Although,  therefore,  they  may  not  be  boimd  to  perform 
the  agreement,  yet,  if  they  are  ready  to  do  so,  what  right 
have  the  defendants  to  refuse  to  pay  their  note  ?  They  have 
all  they  bargained  for.     But  further,  is  it  not  necessary  in 
equity  that  there  should  be  both  part  payment  and  a  letting 
into  possession,  to  give  validity  to  the  contract?   If  so,  the 
replication  is  not  double.]    Fart  payment  alone  is  sufficient 
under  certain  circumstances  {d).    Then,  on  the  face  of  the 

(a)  5  East,  10.  {d)  See  Sugd.   Vend,   and   P., 

(6)  4  B.  &  Aid.  595.  3rd.  edit.,  vol.  1  p.  202. 

(c)  2  C.  &  M.  372. 
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plea,  it  is  a  mere  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  huxd,  Bxeh.  of  pi^ag^ 

and  the  note  is  no  more  than  a  written  agreement  to  pay  ^   ^^^*  , 

in  futuro  the  pnrchase-money  of  an  estate^  which  by  the  JoNst 

contract  is  left  whoUy  imcertain^  and  cannot  be  supplied  jonbs. 
by  parol. 

fFaisan,  contra. — ^The  plea  is  bad.    The  promissory  note 
on  the  £Rce  of  it  imports  consideration^  and  the  plea  must 
shew  an  absolute  and  total  failure  of  consideration^  in 
order  to  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  right  of  action :  it  must  dis- 
close circumstances  such  as  that^  if  money  had  been  paid 
instead  of  a  note  being  given  the  defendant  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  it  back :  Stephens  v.  Wilkinson  (a). 
Coidd  the  defendants  have  done  so^  before  the  plaintiffs 
had  refused  to  convey?  Certainly  not^  because  till  then  there 
would  be  no  failure  of  consideration.     The  plea  does  not 
ihew  that  the  plaintiffs  have  refused  or  are  unable  to  con- 
Tej;  nay^  it  is  consistent  with  it  that  the  land  has  in  fact 
been  conveyed  since  the  note  became  due:  the  only  allega- 
tioii  is,  that  there  was  no  other  consideration  ^^for  the 
making  or  payment  of  the  note "  but  the  parol  contract. 
The  total  failure  of  consideration  consists  in  the  parol 
igieement^  and  the  refusal  to  convey  in  pursuance  of  it. 
The  Statute  of  Frauds  has  no  application.     It  has  been 
repeatedly  decided^  that  a  bill  given  for  the  debt  of  a  third 
party  is  good,  without  any  new  consideration:  Popplewell 
V.  Wilson  (i),  Sowerby  v.  Butcher.     IParke,  B.,  referred  to 
Nelson  v.  Serle  (c).] 

Secondly,  the  replication  is  not  double.  The  whole 
taken  tc^ther  shews  that  it  is  a  binding  contract  in 
equity.  A  C!ourt  of  equity  looks  at  all  the  circumstances. 
But  it  is  also  good  as  matter  of  law;  it  shews  several 
things  done  under  the  contract,  which  binds  the  de- 


(a)  2  B  &  Adol.  320.  (6)  1  Stra.  264. 

(c)  4  M.  ft  W.  795. 
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Exch.  of  PUoi,  fendants. — He  referred  to  Poph.  186,  Gascoyne  v.  8mith{a), 

'   ^     Stevenson  v.  Underwood  (i).     [Parke,  B. — ^The  objection  is, 

Jones        that  vou  insist  on  several  diflFerent  matters,  each  of  which 

Jones.        is  put  forward  as  an  answer  to  the  plea.     The  putting  the 

defendants  in  possession  would  itself  be  an  answer ;  they 

say  therefore  that  the  replication  is  multifarious.] 

Hayes,  in  reply. — ^The  consideration  has  totally  fidled 
here :  the  defendants  bargained  for  the  title  to  the  estate, 
not  for  the  mere  possession,  which  they  may  be  turned 
out  from  by  the  plaintiffs  at  any  time :  the  plea  suffi- 
ciently negatives,  at  least  on  general  demurrer,  all  other 
value  or  consideration  except  the  mere  executory  contract. 
Jackson  v.  JVarren  {c)  is  an  authority  for  the  defendants. 
But  even  if  possession  had  been  given,  the  objection  stiU 
appUes,  that  this  is  an  action  brought  on  a  contract  in 
violation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  There  are  many  cases  in 
which  a  contract  cannot  be  enforced,  where  the  money 
paid  under  it  could  not  be  recovered  back.  The  statute 
cannot  be  avoided  merely  by  giving  a  note  for  the  pur- 
chase-money of  the  land.  Where  a  note  is  given  which  is 
payable  after  a  certain  date,  it  implies  a  forbearance  for 
that  time,  which  may  be  a  sufficient  consideration,  whereas 
this  is  payable  on  demand.  With  respect  to  the  replica- 
tion, if  it  discloses  several  defences  at  law,  it  is  multifa- 
rious ;  nor  does  it  satisfy  equity,  for  it  does  not  state  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  able  to  convey. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  is  clear  that  this  is  a  case 
where  the  parties  have  paid  their  money  down, — or,  what  is 
equivalent,  given  a  promissory  note  payable  on  demand, — 
for  a  future  conveyance.  Can  anybody  say  they  are  not 
bound  to  pay  it,  unless  they  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  have 

(a)  M«Clell.  &  Y.  338.  (6)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  737. 

(c)  7T.  R.  121. 
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refiued  to  execute  that  conveyance?     I  think  the  plea  is  Etek.  of  Pietu, 
clearly  insufficient.  '  ^ 

Jones 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred.  jones. 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs ;  otherwise^ 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Humphreys  v.  Griffiths. 

WeLSBY  applied  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance  for  Seiriceofdis- 
the  defendant  pursuant  to  the  statute.  It  appeared  from  ti^*"^"  "***" 
die  affidavits^  that  the  defendant  was  confined  in  a  lunatic 
asylnm  at  Shrewsbury;  that  the  party  employed  to  serve 
die  distringas  went  to  the  asylum  on  three  several  occasions^ 
and  saw  the  keeper^  who  refused  to  let  him  see  the  defend* 
ant  for  the  purpose  of  serving  him  with  a  writ,  and  told 
him  that  such  was  the  rule  of  the  establishment,  and  that 
if  he  called  twenty  times  he  would  not  be  permitted  to  see 
the  defendant.  On  the  last  occasion  the  deponent  left  a 
copy  of  the  distringas  with  the  keeper.  [Lord  AbingeTi 
C.B. — Can  you  do  this  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic?  We  can- 
not appoint  a  committee.]  The  plaintiff  might  have  en- 
tered an  appearance  without  leave  of  the  Court,  if  the 
party  had  been  personally  served ;  he  only  comes  to  the 
Court  to  shew  that  all  due  diligence  has  been  used  to  serve 
him.  [Parke,  B. — ^A  lunatic  may  appear  by  attorney: 
Beverley^ s  Case  (a).] 

The  Court  directed  that  the  appearance  should  be  re- 
corded, on  production  to  the  Master  of  an  affidavit  of 
iKrtice  to  the  keeper  of  the  lunatic  asylum  of  the  plaintiff's 

(a)  4  Rep.  124. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  intention  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  defendant^  and 
^     that  he  should  proceed  thereon  to  judgment  and  execution. 

Humphreys 

V. 

Griffiths.  Rule  accordingly. 


SCHERWINSKI  V.  PeRONNET. 

Where  a  de-  xN  this  casc  the  defendant  had  been  held  to  bail  under 
ing  held  to  ban  ^^  Order  of  Rolfe,  B.,  for  56/.  lO*.,  and  discharged  on 
underaJudge'8  depositing  with  the  sheriflF  that  sum,  with  £10  for  costs, 

order,  deposits  *  .*^ 

with  the  sheriff  pursuant  to  the  statutc  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  2.  In  lieu  of 
dorsed  on  the  perfecting  Special  bail,  he  allowed  the  above  sums,  togethear 
fof  L*ts.^  Jild'er  with  an  additional  £10,  to  be  paid  into  Court.  The  plain- 
***!«  ^  ^o°*  ^*A  ^^  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  he  should 
afterwards  ai-  uot  be  at  liberty  to  take  out  of  Court  the  sum  of  56/.  109. 
with  an  addi-  '  ^^d  £10,  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  defendant  had 
tjonaiio/.  to     jjQ^    ^^  ^  ^^  perfected  special  bail— 

be  paid  into  *  ^  * 

Court,  the 
plaintiff  is  not 

entitled  to  have  Jetvis  shcwcd  causc. — ^Thc  plaintiff  is  not  entitled,  upon 
■umrpaid'out'  ^^^^  affidavit,  to  take  the  money  out  of  Court.  The  affida- 
to  him.  yi|j  ought  to  havc  shewn,  not  only  that  the  defendant  had 

omitted  to  put  in  and  perfect  special  bail,  but  also  that  he 
had  omitted  to  do  that  which  is  equivalent  to  it,  vix.  to 
pay  into  Court  an  additional  sum  of  £10,  under  the  stat. 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2.  The  4th  section  of  the  1  &  8 
Vict.  c.  110  expressly  directs,  that  all  the  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings, as  to  making  deposit  and  payment  of  money  into 
Court,  shall  be  according  to  the  previous  practice. 

Cowling,  contra,  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  was  at 
liberty  to  proceed  under  the  provisions  of  the  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46,  s.  2,  and  to  have  this  money  paid  out  to  him.  K 
the  plaintiff  paid  in  the  additional  £10  under  the  stat. 
7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  71,  s.  2,  he  ought  to  have  stated  that  by 
affidavit.     But, 
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Per  Curiam. — ^The  rule  must  be  discliarged :  the  plain-  Exek,  of  pieas, 
tiflf  has  obtained  all  the  security  he  is  entitled  to.  ^   ^      . 

SCHERWINSKI 

Rule  discharged.         p,  J;^^,. 


Taylor  and  Another  v.  Nicholls. 
OlR  F.  POLLOCK  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  A  warrant  of 

.iiTi»i«i'      attorney  is  not 

the  warrant  of  attorney  given  by  the  defendant  in  this  vitiated  by  the 
cause^  and  the  judgment  and  execution  thereon^  should  not  ^^^^  of  the^ 
be  set  aside,  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  a"o"»ey  ^ho 

'  '  °  ^  ^  _  attests  It  on  bc- 

attomey  was  not  executed  pursuant  to  the  requisitions  of  half  of  the  de- 
the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  9.  The  foUowing  appeared,  first  suggested 
from  the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  to  be  the  facts  of  the  Jlr^at^omey, 

01^^  if  he  was  ex- 

pressly adopted 

The  plaintiffs,  who  were  the  trustees  of  the  defendanrs  by  the  defend- 
marriage  settlement,  had  allowed  him  to  take  into  his  ^ey  for  that 
kands  some  of  the  trust  funds,  which  they  subsequently  ^"^f^^gfen^ant 
Kqaired  him  either  to  replace  or  to  give  security  for.     An  may  apply  to 

set  aside  awar- 

intemew  in  consequence  took  place  between  the  defend-  rant  of  attorney 
ante  and  Messrs.  Alexander,  of  Halifax,  the  attorney  of  Jl^^enJ^thirelfn, 
fte  trustees,  and  the  defendant,  on  the  foDowing  day,  the  °"  ^*»«  k^o""^ 

'  '  o        J^  ofanon-com- 

19th  of  October,  1839,  called  at  their  office,  and  agreed  piiancc  with 
to  execute  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  of  the  1  &  2 
«nn  of  £1200.     One  of  the  Messrs.  Alexander  accordingly  g/^gJihoigh'h*^ 
P^pared  the  warrant  and  read  it  over  to  the  defendant,  *»ave  become 

,      1 ,    1  .  bankrupt  since 

^<1  told  him  that  it  was  necessary  that  some  attorney  the  execution  of 

Aould  be  present  on  his  behalf,  to  attest  the  execution  of  ^^ 

^t  by  him,  and  inquired  whom  he  would  wish  to  have  for 

tiiat  purpose.     The  defendant  replied  that  he  had  no  wish 

to  have  any  particular  attorney,  but  that  his  only  anxiety 

Was,  that  the  transaction  might  not  become  known.     Mr. 

Alexander  thereupon  mentioned  the  name  of  a  Mr.  Cros- 

seley,  of  Halifax.     The  defendant  immediately  assented, 

a&d  went^  accompanied  by  Messrs.  Alexander's  clerk,  to 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  Mr.  Crosscley^s  office.  On  their  arrival  there,  the  warrant 
*  ^  of  attorney  was  produced;  Crosseley  took  it  into  his  hands, 
Tatlor  and  asked  the  defendant  if  he  wished  him  to  attest  the 
N1CHOLL8.  execution  of  it  on  his  behalf.  The  defendant  replied 
that  he  did.  Crosseley  asked  him  if  it  had  been  read 
over  to  him,  and  if  he  understood  it.  The  defendant  re- 
plied that  it  had  been  read  over  to  him  by  Mr.  Alexander, 
and  that  he  fully  understood  it.  It  was  then  executed  by 
the  defendant,  and  attested  by  Crosseley  as  his  attorney^ 
in  the  terms  of  the  statute.  Judgment  was  entered  up  on 
the  warrant  of  attorney  on  the  21st  of  October,  1839,  and 
execution  sued  out  on  the  22nd.  The  defendant  in  his 
affidavit  stated,  that  when  he  executed  the  instrument  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  Crosseley,  and  had  never  seen  him 
before,  and  did  not  know  whether  in  fact  he  was  an  attor- 
ney or  not :  and  that  he  understood,  at  the  time  of  signing 
the  warrant  of  attorney,  that  it  would  not  be  enforced 
against  him.  On  the  25th  of  October  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
issued  against  the  defendant,  founded  on  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  on  the  17th. 

Cresswell  shewed  cause. — It  may  be  doubtful  whether 
the  defendant,  having  become  bankrupt,  can  now  make 
this  application :  he  can  no  longer  be  affected  by  the  war- 
rant of  attorney.  [Parke,  B. — He  has  an  interest  to  set 
aside  the  judgment,  because  he  may  be  taken  under  it 
hereafter  upon  a  ca.  sa.] — The  application  is  rested  on 
two  grounds:  first,  that  Crosseley,  as  it  is  alleged,  was 
not  expressly  named  by  the  defendant  to  act  as  his  attor- 
ney ;  secondly,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  ex- 
plained by  him  to  the  defendant.  With  regard  to  the  lat- 
ter point,  the  statute  does  not  require  in  terms  that  the 
warrant  of  attorney  should  be  read  over,  or  explained  to 
the  defendant,  by  the  party  who  attests  it.  As  to  the 
other  point,  the  execution  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  sta- 
tute.    The  mere  circumstance  of  the  attomey^s  name  hav- 
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ing  been  suggested  by  the  plaintiff^s  attorney  cannot  Exek,  of  pieas, 
Titiate  the  transaction^  if  the  party  named  be  afterwards  '  ^ 

really  and  substantially  adopted  by  the  defendant  as  his        Taylor 
attorney.     Bliffh  v.  Brewer  (a),  which  was  decided  on  the      Nicuolls. 
construction  of  the  rule  of  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4,  r.  72,  (of  which 
the  statute  is  only  an  extension^  applying  its  provisions  to 
defendants  not  in  custody),  is  an  express  authority  to  that 
effect.    K  it  were  otherwise,  what  must  be  done  where 
the  defendant  knew  no  attorney  whatever  in  the  place 
to  which  he  came  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the  in- 
strument ?     Mason  v.  Kiddle  {b),  which  may  be  cited  on 
the  other  side,  only  decided  that  the  party  attesting  for 
the  defendant  must  be  an  attorney  other  than  the  plain- 
tiff^s :  and  it  appears  from  the  recent  decision  in  Rising  v. 
JklpMn  (c),  that  that  case  is  not  to  be  considered  as  incon- 
astent  with  Bligh  v.  Brewer.     [Parke,  B. — K  the  attor- 
ney's name  must  originate  with  the  defendant,  it  would 
be  equally  fatal  whether  it  were  suggested  by  the  plain- 
t^'s  attorney  or  by  a  third  person.    Alderson,  B. — ^The 
word  "expressly^'  is  not  be  construed  as  meaning  "ori- 
6"^y/']     Bligh  v.  Brewer  went  further  than  the  present 
^^^y  because  there  the  defendant  had  an  attorney  whom  he 
gwierally  employed,  only  he  was  from  home :  here  it  does 
^ot  appear  that  he  had  any.     [Parke,  B. — ^The  only  ques- 
tion appears  to  be,  whether  that  case  has  been  broken  in 
npon  by  any  more  recent  decision.] 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  W.  H.  Watson,  contra. — The  object 
of  the  statute  was,  that  at  the  execution  of  any  cogno- 
vit, or  warrant  of  attorney,  there  should  be  an  attorney 
present  on  the  part  of  the  person  signing  it,  really  and 
bonfi  fide  employed  by  him,  in  whom  he  is  to  repose  confi- 
dence, and  who  is  to  give  him  the  assistance  contemplated 

(a)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  651;   5  Tyr.         (c)  Bail  Court,  H.  T.  1840;  not 
222;  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  266.  yet  reported. 

(h)  5  M.  &  W.  573. 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  by  the  act,  viz.  to  explain  to  him  the  nature  and  legal 


1840. 


consequences  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  and  to 
Taylor  gee  that  he  is  not  signing  a  document  he  ought  not  to  sign. 
NicHOLLB.  The  very  intent  of  the  act  of  Parliament  was  to  guard  against 
the  mischief  likely  to  arise  from  the  interference  of  the 
plaintiff^s  attorney.  He  ought  to  decline  to  name  any  per- 
son, and  to  tell  the  defendant  to  consult  some  firiend  on 
the  subject.  [Alderson,  B. — Does  the  phrase  "  expressly 
named,^'  mean  anything  more  than  it  is  not  to  be  collected 
impliedly  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  that  he  is  the  defend- 
ant's attorney,  but  that  he  must  be  actually  named  by  him?] 
If  the  defendant  consults  a  friend,  and  at  his  suggestion 
names  an  attorney,  that  is  a  naming  by  the  defendant;  but 
if  there  is  no  nomination  but  by  the  plaintiffs  attorney, 
that  will  be  substantially  naming  an  attorney  for  the  plain- 
tiff instead  of  the  defendant,  and  is  the  very  mischief  to  be 
avoided.  It  is  not  so  much  a  question  whether  the  party 
is  literally  named  by  the  defendant,  as  whether  he  is  bonA 
fide  his  attorney,  to  advise  him  fully  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  act  he  is  doing.  This  was  merely  a  cloke  to  give  the 
transaction  an  apparent  validity.  But  further,  he  is  to  be 
named  ^'  to  inform  the  defendant  of  the  nature  and  effect 
of  the  instrument.  Here  it  was  explained  to  the  defendant, 
not  by  Crosseley,  who  assumed  to  act  as  his  attorney,  but 
by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  only.  He  has  received  firom 
Crosseley  no  explanation  or  advice  whatever. — ^They  cited 
Hutson  V.  Hutson  (a),  Fisher  v.  Papanicholas  (A),  fFMie  v. 
Cannon  (c),  and  Eice  v.  Linsted  {d). 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  The  question  turns  entirely  on  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  the  stat.  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110,  s.  9;  which 


(a)  7  T.  R.  7.  (c)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  476. 

(6)  2  C.  &  M.  215 ;  2  Dowl.  P.  (d)  6  Scott,  895  ;  7  Dowl.  P.  C. 

C.  251.  153. 
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I  apprehend  must  be  construed  according  to  the  ordinary  Ejtck.  of  PUat, 
fiipAfiing  of  the  words  employed  in  it,  unless  such  a  con-  ^ 

ttmction  leads  to  some  practical  absurdity,  or  contrariety.       Taylor 
We  are  to  construe  the  words  as  we  find  them, — adding  no-      Nicholls. 
thing  to  them,  detracting  nothing  firom  them.     [His  Lord- 
ship read  the  clause.]    The  attesting  attorney,  therefore, 
must  be  '^  expressly  named  ^^  by  the  defendant.  But  we  can- 
not therefore  suppose  that  it  was  intended  that  the  defend- 
ant must  expressly  pronounce  at  length  the  christian  and 
somame  of  the  attorney ;  but  he  must  be  ewpressly  named 
by  him,  in  contradistinction  to  his  being  impliedly  named 
(HT  adopted.    There  is  not  a  word  to  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  he  must  be  originally  or  spontaneously  named  by  the 
party,  or  to  exclude  the  suggestion  of  a  name  by  a  third 
person.    What  then  is  there  to  exclude  the  suggestion  of 
a  name  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  ?     I  cannot  import  such 
words  into  the  act,  when  no  such  prohibition  is  expressed 
in  it.    It  must  not,  undoubtedly,  be  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney himself  who  is  named  by  the  defendant,  because  it  is 
impossible  that  the  same  person  can  be,  for  such  a  purpose, 
the  attorney  both  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  act- 
ing for  two  adverse  interests  at  once ;  ^nd  to  that  extent, 
therefore,  we  must  modify  the  words  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
n^^.    But  if  the  defendant  bouA  fide  agree  to  accept  as 
^  attorney  a  person  named  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
^d  use  his  services  accordingly,  that  will  be  sufficient. 
'^  was  the  rule  laid  down  in  Bligh  v.  Brewery  in  which 
^  the  previous  cases  on  this  subject  were  considered;  and 
^  ^  not  aware  that  the  authority  of  that  decision  has 
c^er  been  called  in  question.     Then,  when  the  attorney 
^  been  really  named  by  the  defendant,  he  is  there  only 
for  the  purpose  of  informing  him  of  the  nature  and  effect 
^  the  instrument,  if  he  requires  it :  he  is  not  bound  to 
'^  it  over  to  him  unless  he  desire  him  to  do  so ;  there  is 
^  a  word  in  the  act  which  makes  such  a  duty  imperative 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  at  all  events ;  and  therefore  his  not  having  done  so  in 
'  ^  the  present  case,  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside  the  in- 
Taylor  stroment;  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  defendant  fully 
NicHOLLs.  knew  what  was  the  legal  effect  of  the  warrant  of  attorney, 
although  he  did  not  expect  it  would  be  put  in  force  against 
him  immediately,  but  reUed  on  the  forbearance  of  the  trus- 
tees. We  are,  then,  to  look  at  the  facts  of  this  particular 
case,  to  see  whether  Crosseley  was  expressly  named  by  the 
defendant  to  act  as  his  attorney.  [His  Lordship  stated  the 
£eu;ts,  and  continued]  :  It  appears  to  me,  that  these  facts 
shew  an  express  naming  within  the  statute,  and  au  attend- 
ance at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  within  its  provisions: 
the  statute  has,  therefore,  been  complied  with.  The  only 
effect  of  the  suggestion  of  the  name  by  the  plaintiff^s  attor- 
ney would  be,  that  looking  at  it  in  conjunction  with  the 
other  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  might  become  a  mat- 
ter of  evidence  to  shew  that  the  naming  by  and  consent 
of  the  defendant  had  been  fraudulently  and  improperly 
obtained ;  in  which  case  the  instrument  would  be  void,  not 
for  non-compliance  with  the  act  of  Parliament,  but  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  But  there  is  no  pretence  for  imputing 
any  fraud  in  the  present  case ;  it  is  clear  that  the  defend- 
ant knew  perfectly  the  nature  and  legal  effect  of  the  in- 
strument. We  must  adhere  to  the  authority  of  Bliffh  v. 
Brewer,  which  is  expressly  in  point  on  the  present  occa- 
sion ;  and  following  up  the  authority  of  that  case,  I  think 
'  we  must  hold  it  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute,  if 
the  attesting  attorney  be  expressly  named  by  the  defend- 
ant,  although  his  name  may  have  been  originaUy  sag- 
gested  by  the  plaintiff^s  attorney. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  act  has  been  complied  with  in  substance.  The 
attorney  was  named  by  the  defendant,  his  name  having 
been  acceded  to  by  him  after  it  was  suggested  by  the 


I 
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plaintiff's  attorney^  and  he  having  been  expressly  accepted  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
by  the  defendant,  when  asked  if  he  wished  that  he  should  *   ^ 

act  in  his  behalf.  The  act  has  been  complied  with,  unless  Taylor 
we  incorporate  into  it  words  which  are  not  to  be  found  in  it,  Nicholls. 
?ii.  that  the  attorney  must  be  named  by  the  defendant  ori- 
gindUy,  and  without  the  suggestion  of  any  other  person. 
The  Court  would,  indeed,  be  ready  to  look  at  the  fact  of 
such  a  suggestion,  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  shew 
fraud;  but  here  there  was  no  fraud  whatever,  because  it  is 
dear  that  the  party  knew  the  purpose  and  effect  of  the  in- 
strument before,  only  he  did  not  think  it  would  be  put  in 
force  against  him  so  immediately ;  nor  probably  would  it, 
if  the  trustees  had  not  ascertained  that  he  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Gurnet,  B. — ^The  effect  of  the  suggestion  of  a  name  by 
tlie  plamtiff's  attorney  is  a  good  ground  for  watching  the 
ciK  more  narrowly,  but  the  act  does  not  require  that  the 
lume  should  originate  with  the  defendant,  if  the  attorney 
be  expressly  adopted  by  him.  Here  it  appears  that  he 
was,  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

BoLrz,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear  the 
^  has  been  UteraUy  complied  with,  because  the  attorney 
^tt  expressly  named  by  the  defendant :  but  it  is  said  the 
*f^  of  the  act  has  not  been  complied  with,  because  the 
Pendant  was  not  informed  by  him  of  the  nature  and  effect 
^  the  instrument :  but  the  very  same  thing  might  occur 
*he&  the  attorney  was  expressly  and  originally  named  by 
^  defendant. 

Bule  discharged,  with  costs. 


^OL.  VI.  H  M.  w. 
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Ereh.  of  PUat, 
1840. 

Sanderson  v.  Westley  and  Waters  (a). 
Where,  on  the    ThESIGER  had  obtained  a  rule  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 

execution  of  a 

warrant  of  ant,  Miss  Elizabeth  Waters,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
attorney  only  causc  why  the  Warrant  of  attorney  for  £450,  given  by  her 
was  present,       j^  ^^g  causc,  and  the  judmient  and  execution  thereon, 

and  attested  it  ^  j      o  ' 

on  behalf  of       should  not  be  sct  aside,  on  the  ground  of  a  non-compliance 

the  defendant,  ^. 

who  had  acted  with  the  requisites  of  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  s.  9. 

^cLTons  for  I*  appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  defendant  Westley, 

^d^'h^^^'d  ^®^^S  pressed  for  payment  of  a  debt  of  £450  owing  by  him 

out  his  bill  for  to  the  plaintiff,  applied  to  and  prevailed  upon  the  other 

and  preparation  defendant,  who  was  his  sister-in-law,  to  sign  the  warrant  of 

of  mo7n^o  attorney  in  question.    The  plaintiff  su^ested  that  Messrs. 

the  plaintiff,  Walters  &  Reeve,  who  were  Miss  Waters's  family  attor- 

the  Court  held 

that  he  was  not  nies,  should  prepare  the  warrant  of  attorney,  but  the  de- 
ncy  "'attend'-"  fendant  Wcstlcy  said  that  they  knew  her  affairs,  and  would 
ing  on  behalf  of  j^q^  ^llow  her  to  exccutc  it.     It  was  then  agreed  that  a  Mr. 

the  defendant,"  ^^ 

as  to  satisfy  the  Goddard,  an  attorney,  who  had  on  previous  occasions  done 
dio,  S.9,  and  busiuess  for  the  plaintiff,  should  prepare  it,  and  attest  it 
^tmntot^  on  her  behalf,  which  he  accordingly  did  at  his  office,  to 
attorney.  which  the  parties  went  for  that  purpose.    No  other  attor- 

ney was  present  on  behalf  of  the  defendants.  Goddard 
made  out  his  bill  for  obtaining  and  preparing  the  warrant 
of  attorney,  and  for  all  the  negotiations  in  the  course  of  the 
business,  in  the  plaintiff's  name,  and  all  the  items  were 
charged  to  him,  but  it  was  delivered  to  and  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant Westley.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  affidavit,  stated  that 
the  defendants,  "  or  one  of  them,''  desired  to  have  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  prepared  and  attested  by  Goddard,  but  it 
did  not  expressly  appear  who  first  suggested  his  name. 

Piatt  shewed  cause. — ^This  case  does  not  fall  within  the 
principle  of  Mason  v.  Kiddle  (i),  which  will  be  relied  on 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  in      as  referring  to  the  same  subject  as 
Easter  Term,  but  is  inserted  here      the  last   ' 

(6)  5  M.  &  W.  513. 
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for  the  defendant.    Here  it  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Gt)d-  ^«*-  «/  ^'<«»» 
dard  was  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff^  and  he  acted  in  the     ^.^^^^J^^ 
matter  on  the  express  employment  of  the  defendants.     Sanderion 
Hmgh  y.  Frost  (a)  was  a  case  mnch  resembling  the  pre-      Westlet. 
sent  in  its  circnmstances^  and  there  the  Court  held  the 
instnunent  to  have  been  executed  in  conformity  with  the 
statute*    [Parke,  B. — ^There  the  Coiurt  considered  that  the 
party  was  never^  in  the  course  of  the  transaction,  anything 
but  attorney  for  the  defendant ;  and  that  might  be,  because 
a  plainti£F  may  take  a  warrant  of  attorney  without  having 
an  attorney  present  on  his  part.     The  only  question  is, 
whether  it  sufficiently  appears  here  that  Goddard  was  not 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff.] 

Theriger  [Petersdorff  with  him),  contra. — It  is  sworn, 
lad  not  denied,  that  Gk>ddard  had  on  previous  occasions 
icted  for  the  plaintiff;  he  makes  out  his  bill  in  the  plain- 
tiff's name,  and  charges  aD  the  items  to  him ;  and  he  does 
iiot  pretend  to  say  he  had  previously  had  any  communi- 
cation whatever  with  the  defendant  Miss  Waters.  It  is 
dear  he  was  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  these 
iccurities.  Can  it  be  said  he  was  such  an  attorney  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  act,  in  order  to  protect  the  interests 
of  this  defendant? — He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Pabke,  B. — ^We  are  all  of  opinion  that  Gk)ddard  was  the 
attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  prior  to  his  being  employed  by 
the  defendant,  and  was  his  attorney  in  this  transaction. 
If  so,  the  act  is  not  complied  with,  since  it  requires  that 
there  should  be  a  separate  attorney  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  take  care  of  his  interests  only.    With  respect 
to  the  case  of  Haigh  v.  Frosty  that  was  no  wrong  decision  in 
point  of  law;  because  there  was  no  attorney  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  an  attorney 
present  on  his  behalf. 

(a)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  743. 
h2 
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Exeh,  of  PUatt       Alderson,  B. —Wherever  there  is  but  one  attorney 

^     present,  it  ought  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  he  is  not  the 

Sanderson     plaintiff's  attorney.     In  the  case  cited,  I  should  probably 

Westlet.      have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  upon  the  particular  £Bu;ts 

of  that  case. 

OuRNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Chapman  and  Others  t;.  Towner. 

By  a  memoran-  AsSUMPSIT.— The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  defend- 
ment,  the  plain-  Rut,  in  consideration  of  his  having  become  tenant  to  the 
Hf  tTtX-  plaintiffs  of  a  certain  dwelling-house,  promised  to  pay 
fendaot^andthe  them  the  yearly  rent  of  £35  by  quarterly  payments,  and 
agreed  to  take,  it  averred  that  26/.  5«.  had  become  due  for  rent  for  three 
^:X'^h     quarters  of  a  year,  and  assigned  as  a  breach  the  non-pay- 

June  then  next    ^^^^^  ^f  t^^t  gum. 
ensuing,  for  the 

term  of  twenty.       Plea,  as  to  8/.  15«.  parcel  of  the  said  sum  of  26/.  5*., 

one  years,  de-  .  •         ^  i»    i 

terminable  at     bemg  One  quarters  rent,  payment  mto  Coiurt  of  that  sum, 

teen  yews:  that  *^^  ^  *^  *^®  residue,  uou  assumpsit. 

^nfeTb^^'the       '^^  plaiutiffs  replied  by  taking  the  sum  of  8/.  15*.  out  of 

plaintiff  was  to    Court,  and  joined  issue  on  the  other  plea. 

nant  on  her    '       At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Sum- 

fen'l/nt  S  pur.'  "^^^  Assizcs  for  Susscx,  it  appeared  that  the  phdntiff  and 

chase  the  fee      defendant  had  entered  into  the  following  agreement : — 

simple  for  £600  ^  ^* 

within  the^first  "  Memorandum  of  an  agreement  made  this  24th  day  of 
thrsVd* te'r^^to  ^P^^  ^^^'  between  Mary  Chapman,  of  Tooks  Court,  in 

be  granted ;  and 
a  covenant  on 

the  part  of  the  defendant  for  payment  of  the  rent  of  j£35,  payable  quarterly,  clear  of  all  deduc- 
tions  for  taxes  whatsoever ;  and  that  the  insurance  on  the  sum  of  iC500  was  to  be  paid  by  the  plain* 
tiff,  and  to  be  repaid  by  the  defendant  as  an  increased  rent :  to  lay  out  within  twelve  months 
the  sum  of  iSlOO  on  the  said  premises  ;  to  keep  the  premises  in  substantial  repair ;  and  all  other 
usual  covenants  as  in  leases  of  houses  in  B. ;  and  that  the  defendant  should  execute  a 
counterpart  uf  lease  when  tendered  to  him  by  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  expense 
of  the  lease  and  counterpart  was  to  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  defendant: — Htldt  that  this  was 
an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  not  an  actual  demise,  and  that  the  defendant,  having  entered  and 
^_    paid  rent  under  the  agreement,  became  tenant  from  year  to  year,  which  tenancy  could  only  be 
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the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  in  the  county  of  Mid-  Exch.  of  pietu, 
dlesez,  on  behalf  of  herself  and  her  two  sisters,  Catherine     ^   ^      . 
Chapman  and  Louisa  Chapman,  as  administratrix  of  the      Chapman 
estate  of  their  late  father,  Mr.  Kichard  Innoek  Chapman,       Towner. 
of  the  one  part,  and  William  Towner,  of  Brighthelmston,  in 
the  county  of  Sussex,  ironmonger,  of  the  other  part,  as  fol- 
lows:— ^The  said  Mary  Chapman,  on  behalf  of  herself  and  her 
two  sisters,  agrees  to  let  to  the  said  William  Towner,  and  the 
said  William  Towner  agrees  to  take,  a  house.  No.  41,  Western 
Road,  Brighthelmston  aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances, 
from  the  24th  day  of  June  now  next  ensuing,  for  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  determinable  at  seven  and  fourteen  years. 
That  the  lease  to  be  granted  by  the  said  Mary  Chapman 
and  her  two  sisters,  is  to  contain  a  covenant  on  their  part 
for  the  said  William  Towner  to  purchase  the  fee-simple  for 
£600  at  any  time  within  the  first  seven  years  of  the  said 
term  to  be  granted,  and  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  said 
William  Towner  for  payment  of  the  rent  of  £S5  payable 
quarterly,  clear  of  all  deductions  for  taxes  whatsoever,  and 
that  the  insurance  on  the  sum  of  £500  is  to  be  paid  by  the 
Bud  Mary  Chapman,  and  to  be  repaid  by  the  said  William 
Towner  as  an  increased  rent ;  to  lay  out  within  twelve 
months  the  sum  of  £100  on  the  said  premises ;  to  keep 
^e  premises  in  substantial  repair,  and  all  other  usual  cove- 
i^ts  as  in  leases  of  houses  in  Brighton ;  and  that  the 
^i  William  Towner  shall  execute  a  counterpart  of  lease 
when  tendered  to  him  by  the  soUcitor  of  the  said  Mary 
Chapman,  and  that  the  expense  of  the  lease  and  counter- 
part is  to  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  said  William  Towner. 

William  Towner. 
Witness,  Mary  Chapman. 

Richard  Thompson.'^ 

It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  defendant  quitted  the 
premises  at  the  expiration  of  the  first  seven  years,  without 
giving  any  notice  to  quit.  There  was  also  evidence  that, 
before  the  defendant  quitted,  he  had  made  a  proposition  to 
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• 

Exeh,  of  PUas,  the  landlord  to  piirchase  the  fixtures  which  he,  the  defend- 
^     ant,  had  put  up  during  his  occupation  of  the  premises,  and 
Chapman      the  fixtures  were  accordingly  valued,  but  the  parties  did 
Towner,      not  agree.    The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  no 
notice  was  necessary,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  giving  the  plaintiffs  liberty  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  17/.  10s.  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  notice  to  quit  ought  to  have  been  given. 

ChanneU  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly. 

Ball  and  Petersdorff  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  instru- 
ment operated  as  a  present  demise.  The  essential  clause 
in  it  is  this — '^  The  said  Mary  Chapman  agrees  to  let  to 
the  said  William  Towner,  and  the  said  William  Towner 
agrees  to  take,  a  house  &c.  for  the  term  of  twenty-one 
years^  determinable  at  seven  and  fourteen  years.'^  Now 
that,  it  is  submitted,  clearly  operates  as  a  present  demise ; 
and  there  is  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  to 
make  any  formal  communication  to  the  landlord  that  he 
shall  elect  to  determine  the  tenancy  at  the  end  of  the  first 
seven  years.  No  notice  was  therefore  necessary.  It  is  to 
be  treated  as  a  lease  for  seven  years  certain,  and  in  such  a 
case  the  tenancy  would  terminate  by  effluxion  of  time  at 
the  end  of  that  period.  But  supposing  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  some  act  should  be  done  to  determine  the 
tenancy,  there  was  evidence  here  to  shew  that  the  landlord 
had  been  aware  of  the  defendant's  intention  to  quit,  as  a 
proposition  had  been  made  to  purchase  the  fixtures.  This 
instrument  clearly  operated  as  a  lease  for  seven  years ;  and  if 
so,  no  notice  to  quit  was  necessary :  but  even  if  some  notice 
were  necessary,  there  were  here  circumstances  to  shew  that 
notice  had  been  given,  though  not  formally.  Wherever  an 
option  of  this  kind  is  given,  if  the  construction  of  it  be 
doubtful,  it  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  lessee,  as  it  must 
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be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  grantor.     In  Dunn  v.  Ejtch.  of  PUas, 
Sfnarner  (a),  it  was  held  that  if  a  lease  be  granted  for  seven,     ^     ^'   . 
fourteen^  or  twenty-one  years,  the  lessee  has  the  option  at      Chapman 
which  of  those  periods  the  lease  shall  determine.    That       Townee. 
case  came  afterwards  for  consideration  before  the  Coiurt 
of  King's  Bench,  in  Doe  d.  Webb  y.  Dixon  (&),  where  it  was 
onnpletely  upheld,  on  the  principle  that  where  the  words 
of  a  grant  are  doubtful,  they  must  be  construed  in  favour 
of  the  grantee.    Then  is  the  option  to  be  determined  by 
notice  ?     Nothing  is  there  said  about  notice.     The  case  of 
Goodriffhi  v.  Richardson  {c)  may  be  relied  upon,  but  this 
point  was  not  there  decided,  as  in  that  case  notice  was 
given.  [Gumey,  B. — The  Coiirt  held  that  reasonable  notice 
¥18  necessary.     Alderson,  B. — According  to  the  principle 
laid  down  in  that  case,  the  moment  the  second  period  ar- 
rives, no  notice  being  given  in  time,  it  becomes  a  lease  for 
the  second  period ;  so  here,  the  moment  the  seven  years  had 
expired  without  notice,  it  would  become  a  lease  for  foiir- 
teeii  years.]     Where  the  tenant  remains  in  possession  even 
ft  day  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  seven  years,  it  is  ad- 
outted  that  it  would  be  so ;  because  then  he  does  an  act 
wbich  determines  his  option  to  remain ;  but  here  the  fix- 
tures were  valued  and  the  key  taken  by  the  landlord,  which 
^ai  an  act  done  by  which  notice  was  waived. 

Plait  and  C^annell,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^We  think  this  instrument  amounts  only  to 
^n  agreement  for  a  lease.  No  doubt,  if  there  are  words  of 
!))resent  demise,  if  the  instrument  shews  it  to  be  the  inten- 
tion of  the  landlord  that  the  premises  shall  be  enjoyed  by 
the  tenant  immediately,  or  at  a  future  specified  day,  upon 
certain  terms^  a  demise  is  thereby  created,  and  a  stipulation 
that  a  lease  shall  be  afterwards  prepared,  does  not  prevent 

(«)  3  B.  &  P.  399.  (b)  9  East,  15.        (c)  3  T.  R.  462. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  its  80  Operating.  Here  there  are  words  which,  in  their 
'  '  ordinary  sense,  are  those  of  agreement  only,  but  may  ope- 
Chapman  j^te,  unquestionably,  as  words  of  present  demise — and  fre- 
TowNBR.  quently  do  so  operate ;  but  in  this  case  the  contract  shews 
that  they  are  used  as  words  of  agreement  only :  for  the 
amount  of  rent,  the  periods  of  payment,  and  other  terms  of 
holding,  are  not  mentioned,  except  as  they  are  to  be  con- 
tained in  a  lease  which  is  to  be  prepared.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  complete  demise,  independently  of  that  lease.  A 
lease  is  to  be  made  absolutely  and  at  all  events,  and  not 
at  the  request  of  the  party,  and  a  counterpart  is  to  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendant.  It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  thi^ 
the  instrument  does  not,  as  in  many  other  cases,  import 
that  it  shall  be  binding  as  a  lease  until  a  lease  is  actually 
executed ;  and,  on  the  whole,  it  appears  to  us  that  it  was 
intended  to  operate  as  an  agreement  only  for  a  future 
lease.  Therefore,  when  the  defendant  entered,  he  was  only 
tenant  at  will  until  he  paid  rent,  and  he  then  became  te- 
nant from  year  to  year;  and  that  tenancy  could  only  be 
determined  by  notice  to  quit  given  six  months  before  the 
time  of  his  entry,  or  by  surrender  in  writing. 

Alderson,  B. — One  mode  of  ascertaining  whether  an 
instrument  is  to  be  treated  as  a  lease  or  an  agreement,  is 
by  looking  to  the  inconvenience  which  would  result  from 
treating  it  as  a  lease.  This  lease  is  to  contain  '^  all  other 
usual  covenants  as  in  leases  of  houses  in  Brighton.'^  Now 
we  cannot  tell  what  those  usual  covenants  are.  A  diflS- 
culty  arises  from  the  omission  to  expand  the  terms  of  the 
holding  upon  the  fSeu^e  of  the  instrument. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Parmiter  v.  Coufland  and  Another. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  series  of  libels  in  an  action  for 
published  of  the  plaintiff,  the  late  mayor  of  the  borough  i,  no't  bound  to 
of  Winchester,  in  the  Hampshire  Advertiser  newspaper,  J|f  J^^^^^j*^' 
between  the  17th  of  November,  1888,  and  the  2nd  of  law,  whether 

the  publication 

March,  1839,  imputing  to  him  partial  and  corrupt  conduct,  complained  of 
and  ignorance  of  his  duties,  as  mayor  and  justice  of  the  ^ot*  L*  the 
peace  for  the   borough.      The  defendants  pleaded  not  ^/°Jf^^"^^  ** 
guilty.     At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  Win-  fine  what  is  a 
Chester  Assizes,  the  learned  Judge,  in  the  course  of  his  iaw,and  to  leave 
summing  up,  stated  to  the  jury  that  there  was  a  diflference  iayVhethci7  ^ 
with  regard  to  censures  on  public  and  on  private  persons ;  f**®  publication 
that  the  character  of  persons  acting  in  a  public  capacity  within  that  de- 
▼M  to  a  certain  extent  public  property,  and  their  conduct  ^  incidental 'to 
might  be  more  freely  commented  on  than  that  of  other  Jl'^cuf^*^^^^ 
persons :  and  having  told  the  jury  what,  in  point  of  law,  «j«re  the  cha- 

**     "  *  racter  of  the 

constituted  a  libel,  he  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff, 
publications  in  question  were  calculated  to  be  injurious  to  may  be  a*m)ei° 
tlie  character  of  the  plaintiff.     The  jury  having  found  a  ****  *  private 

*•  w      .r  o  person,  which 

verdict  for  the  defendants,  would  not  be 

any  libel  on  a 
person  in  a 

£rfe,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  Jut  an^mpu-  * 
*  new  trial,  on  the  grounds,  (amongst  others),  1st,  that  tation  of  unjust 

,,  '  ^  ,  ^  ox  corrupt  mo- 

«^  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  that,  tive«  is  equally 

?i  point  of  law,  the  publications  complained  of  were  libels  g^Jer  case. 

^  the  plaintiff;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was  a  misdirection 

^  state  to  them  any  distinction  as  regarded  publications 

''elating  to  public   and  to  private  individuals.     In  this 

term, 

Orowder  appeared  to  shew  cause,  but  the  Court,  after 
tke  report  of  the  learned  Judge  had  been  read,  called  upon 

Srk  and  Butt  to  support  the  rule.     The  learned  Judge 
'^^ladirected  the  jury,  in  not  stating  to  them,  as  matter  of 
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^c*.  0/  PUat,  law,  that  these  publications  amounted  to  libels.     ' 

>      V  *   ^     wards  spoken  are  complained  of  as  defamatory^  the 

Parmiter      questions  for  the  jury  are,  (supposing  them  to  be  pro^ 

CouPLAND.      laid),  whether  they  apply  to  the  plaintiff,  and  whethc 

meaning  ascribed  to  them  in  the  innuendoes  is  mad 

by  the  evidence :  and  a  different  principle  cannot  be  a] 

to  oral  and  to  written  slander.    The  words  here  comp] 

of  were  clearly  actionable  if  spoken ;  and  the  Judge  ^ 

in  such  case  have  been  bound  to  tell  the  jury,  that  k 

were  meant  in  their  ordinary  sense,  the  plaintiff  was 

tied  to  recover.     It  has  been  often  entertained  as  a 

tion  of  law  by  a  Court  of  Error,  whether  a  particular  w 

amounts  to  a  libel.     In  Wright  v.  Clement  (a),  a  de 

tion  stating  that  the  defendant  published  a  libel,  ooi 

ing  false  and  scandalous  matters  concerning  the  pla 

in  substance  as  follows,  was  held  bad  in  arrest  of  judg 

on  the  ground  that  the  Court  must  judge  whether  the  * 

set  out  constituted  a  ground  of  action  or  not.     [Aid 

B. — That  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant ;  the  i 

are  to  see  whether,  in  any  reasonable  sense,  the  wordj 

be  innocent.]     K  the  Court  are  so  to  judge  for  th 

fendant,  whether  it  be  a  libel  or  not,  so  must  they  aL 

the  plaintiff.    [Alderson,  B. — ^That  does  not  follow.] 

royd,  J.,  there  says — ''It  is  clear,  that  when  it  ca 

shewn  distinctly  what  the  instrument  is  upon  whic 

whole  charge  depends,  that  instrument  must  be  she^ 

the  Court,  in  order  that  tfiey  may  form  their  judgm 

[Alderson,  B.,  referred  to  Chalmers  v.  Payne  {b) .]  Whei 

Ubel  is  in  a  foreign  language,  if  a  translation  of  it  or 

set  forth,  the  judgment  wiU  be  arrested :  Zenobio  v 

tel{c).     If  the  defendant  demurs  to  the  declaration, 

it  clearly  becomes  a  question  of  law.    [Alderson,  B. — 

he  admits  a  malicious  publication.     Parke,  B. — The 

tice  used  to  be  as  you  say  before  Mr.  Fox^s  Act  (d).] 


(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  503.  (c)  6  T.  R.  162. 

(6)  3  T.  R.  428,  n.  (d)  32  Geo.  3,  c.  60. 


HILABT   TBBM^  3  VICT.  107 

aet  is  expressly  confined  to  criminal  cases.     [Parke,  B. —  ^ck.  of  pieas. 
It  is  true ;  bat  it  has  been  the  constant  practice,  in  recent  ^  *  ^ 

timet,  for  the  Judge  to  define  what  is  a  libel,  and  then  to     Parmitbk 
iesfe  it  to  the  ]vaj,  first,  whether  the  writing  complained     Couplano. 
of  was  published  by  the  defendant ;  secondly,  whether  it 
isD  within  the  definition  of  the  offence.]     Lord  Mansfield 
distinctly  laid  it  down,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Dean  of  St. 
Aufh  (a),  as  a  general  role  applicable  to  all  cases  where,  by 
the  fiinn  of  the  pleadings,  the  questions  of  law  and  fact  can 
be  sereied,  that  the  jury  have  no  jurisdiction  to  decide  upon 
die  law.    Where,  indeed,  the  words  may  be  controlled  by 
die  context,  or  are  capable  of  more  than  one  meaning,  the 
question  must  be  left  to  the  jury;  but  here  there  is  no- 
tldng  whatever  to  throw  any'ambiguity  upon  the  meaning 
cf  these  paragraphs.     [Parile,  B. — ^In  criminal  cases,  the 
Judge  is  to  define  the  crime,  and  the  jury  are  to  find  whe- 
Aer  the  party  has  committed  that  offence.    Mr.  Fox's  Act 
Bsde  it  the  same  in  cases  of  libel,  the  practice  having 
been  otherwise  before.]     In  the  next  place,  it  was  a  mis- 
direction to  state  to  the  jury  that  there  was  a  distinction 
IS  to  libels  on  a  person  in  a  public  capacity.    No  man 
bu  a  right  to  impute  to  another,  whether  filling  a  public 
oiptdty  or  not,  injustice  or  corruption. 

CwwdeTy  contra,  was  not  called  on  to  argue  the  above 
points. 

Parks,  B. — ^The  verdict  is  unquestionably  wrong,  and 
fliere  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  but  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  a  wrong  verdict  only.  I  think  there  was  no  misdi- 
rection on  the  part  of  the  learned  Judge.  One  of  the 
gronnds  upon  which  this  rule  was  obtained,  was,  that  the 
learned  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  that  the  terms 
of  these  papers  were  libellous,  and  not  to  have  left  that  as 
&  question  of  fact  for  them  to  determine.    But  it  has  been 

(a)2C.,M.,&R.  156. 
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EmcH.  of  Pleat,  the  couTse  for  a  long  time  for  a  Judge^  in  cases  of  libel^ 
^_1^2^  as  in  other  cases  of  a  criminal  nature,  first  to  give  a  legal 
Parmiter  definition  of  the  offence,  and  then  to  leave  it  to  the  joiy 
CouFLAND.  to  say,  whether  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  that  of- 
fence are  proved  to  their  satisfaction ;  and  that,  whether 
the  libel  is  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  or  civil 
action.  A  publication,  without  justification  or  lawful  ex- 
cuse, which  is  calculated  to  injure  the  reputation  of  an- 
other, by  exposing  him  to  hatred,  contempt,  or  ridicule, 
is  a  libel.  Whether  the  particular  publication,  the  sub- 
ject of  inquiry,  is  of  that  character,  and  would  be  likely 
to  produce  that  effect,  is  a  question  upon  which  a  jury 
is  to  exercise  their  judgment,  and  pronounce  their  opin- 
ion, as  a  question  of  fact.  *  The  Judge,  as  a  matter  of 
advice  to  them  in  deciding  that  question,  might  have 
given  his  own  opinion  as  to  the  nature  of  the  publica- 
tion, but  was  not  bound  to  do  so  as  a  matter  of  law.  Mr. 
Fox's  Libel  Bill  was  a  declaratory  act,  and  put  prose- 
cutions for  Ubel  on  the  same  footing  as  other  crimintQ 
cases. 

I  also  think  that  there  was  no  misdirection  in  the  other 
part  of  the  learned  Judge's  simiming  up,  to  which  an  objec- 
tion was  raised.  There  is  a  difference  between  publica- 
tions relating  to  public  and  private  individuals.  Every 
subject  has  a  right  to  comment  on  those  acts  of  public 
men  which  concern  him  as  a  subject  of  the  realm,  if  he 
do  not  make  his  commentary  a  cloak  for  malice  and 
slander :  but  any  imputation  of  vdcked  or  corrupt  motives 
is  unquestionably  libellous;  and  such  appears  to  be  the 
nature  of  the  publications  here.  I  do  not  find  that  the 
learned  Judge  stated  otherwise :  we  cannot  therefore  grant 
a  new  trial,  as  for  a  misdirection. 

Alderson,  B. — I  entirely  concur.  The  first  question  is, 
whether  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  laid  it  down  po- 
sitively, that  if  the  publications  were  proved,  and  the 
words  were  used  in  their  ordinary  sense,  the  jury  must 
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find  that  they  were  libels.    I  think  it  would  not  be  correct  Em^  of  PUat, 
10  to  do;  but  that  he  ought — Shaving  defined  what  is  a  '   ^ 

iibel— to  refer  to  the  jury  the  consideration  of  the  particu-      Parmiib* 
hr  publication^  whether  falling  within  that  definition  or     Coupland. 
Bot    I  think  that  if  he  were  to  take  it  upon  himself  to 
wf  that  it  was  a  libel^  he  would  be  wrong  in  doing  so. 

As  to  the  other  pointy  there  certainly  is  a  material  dis- 
tinction between  a  publication  relating  to  a  public  and  a 
prirate  person^  whether  they  be  libels.     That  criticism  may 
msonably  be  applied  to  a  public  man  in  a  public  capacity^ 
which  might  not  be  applied  to  a  private  individual.     The 
nme  thing  might  be  no  libel  on  me,  which  might  be  a 
fery  grievous  and  injurious  libel  on  another.    There  may 
be,  and  I  think  in  this  case  there  was,  no  real  difference 
between  \he  two  cases,  but  that  this  was  a  libel  on  the 
plaintiff  in  whatever  capacity.     But  I  think  the  learned 
Judge  right  in  the  general  observation,  although  I  might 
differ  with  him  in  its  application  to  the  particular  case. 
Probably,  indeed,  he  applied  it  only  to  the  question  as  to 
the  amount  of  damages.     It  is  however  sufficient  to  say^ 
that  it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  misdirection. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Ride  absolute,  on  payment  of  costs. 


Marshall  v.  Lynn. 

Assumpsit. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged.  The  terms  of  a 
that  the  defendant  theretofore,  to  urit,   on  the  15th   of  for  the  sale  of 
December,  1838,  bargained  for  and  bought  of  the  plaintiff,  5;;^^';  Ae'''* 
ind  the  plaintiff  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  then  sold  opcnition  of 

,  the  Statute  of 

to  the  defendant,  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  as  many  pota-  Frauds,  cannot 

be  varied  or  al- 
tend  by  parol ;  and  where  a  contract  for  the  bargain  and  sale  of  goods  is  made,  stating  a  time 
far  the  dcUvery  of  them,  an  agreement  to  substitute  another  day  for  that  purpose  must,  in  order 
to  W  Talid,  be  in  writing. 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  toes  as  would  load  a  certain  brig  or  vessel  of  the  plaintiff 

called  the  Kitty,  that  is  to  say,  from  sixty  to  serenty 
lasts,  to  be  shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel  on  her  next 
arrival  at  the  part  of  Wisbech,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge, 
the  said  potatoes  to  consist  of  what  pink  kidneys  the 
said  plaintiff  then  had,  and  the  residue  to  consist  of  round, 
white,  and  blue  potatoes,  and  to  be  paid  for  at  the  rate  or 
price  of  4s«.  6d.  per  sack  for  each  and  every  sack  of  the  said 
pink  kidneys,  and  at  the  rate  or  price  of  4^.  Sd.  per  sack 
for  each  and  every  sack  of  the  said  round,  white,  and  blue 
potatoes,  of  fifteen  stones  net  merchants'  ware,  to  be  deli- 
vered by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  free  on  board  the 
said  brig  or  vessel,  and  to  be  paid  for  by  the  said  defend- 
ant on  such  delivery  thereof  as  aforesaid.  The  declara- 
tion then,  after  alleging  mutual  promises  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  averring  the  ar- 
rival of  the  Kitty  at  Wisbech  on  the  25th  of  December, 
1838,  the  same  being  her  next  arrival  after  the  making  of 
the  agreement,  averred,  that  he  the  plaintiff  has  always 
on  and  after  such  arrival  of  the  said  brig  or  vessel  as  afore- 
said, been  ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  and  ofiiered 
to  ship  the  said  potatoes  free  on  board  the  said  brig  or  ves- 
sel, and  to  deliver  the  said  potatoes  to  the  defendant  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  bargain  and  sale ;  but  that  the  de- 
fendant then  wholly  discharged  the  plaintiff  frt>m  making 
such  shipment  and  delivery,  and  then  requested  the  plaintiff 
to  delay  such  shipment  and  delivery  until  the  said  brig  or 
vessel  should  have  made  a  certain  other  voyage  from  the 
port  of  Wisbech,  and  should  have  again  arrived  at  the  said 
port  of  Wisbech  on  her  return  from  such  last-mentioned 
voyage,  to  which  said  last-mentioned  proposal  and  request 
of  the  said  defendant  the  plaintiff  then  consented  and 
agreed ;  and  thereupon,  in  consideration  of  the  last-men- 
tioned premises,  and  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  like  request 
of  the  defendant  had  then  promised  the  defendant  to  ship 
and  deliver  the  said  potatoes  to  the  defendant  according: 


^ 
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• 

to  the  said  last-mentioned  proposal  and  request  of  the  said  Ej^eh.  rf  PUa*, 
defendant,  the  said  defendant  then  promised  the  plain- 
tiff  to  accept  the  said  potatoes  of  and  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  to  pay  him  for  the  same,  on  the  delivery  thereof  to 
the  defendant  as  last  aforesaid.     And  the  plaintiff  in 
bet  says,  that  the  said  brig  or  vessel   of  the  plaintiff 
did  afterwards,  and  after  the  making  of  the  last-men- 
tioned promise,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1839,  ar- 
rive at  the  said  port  of  Wisbech  on  her  return  from  the 
said  last-mentioned  voyage  as  aforesaid,  of  which  the  de- 
fenduit  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  Pebruaiy,  1839, 
had  notice;  and  although  the  plaintiff  was  afterwards, 
snd  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  said  1st  of  Febru- 
ary, to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  February,  1839,  ready  and  will- 
ing, aad  then  tendered  and  offered  to  ship  the  said  pota^ 
toes  free  on  board  the  said  brig  or  vessel,  and  to  deliver 
the  same   to  the  defendant  upon  the   terms  aforesaid, 
of  which  said   last-mentioned  premises    the  defendant 
then  had  notice,  and  was  then  requested  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  attend  to  such  last-mentioned  shipment,  and  to 
accept  and  pay  for  the  said  potatoes  on  the  terms  afore- 
*^:  yet,  that  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  said 
l^mentioned  promise,   did  not  nor  would,  at  the  said 
^e  when  he  was  so  requested,  or  at  any  time  before 
^  afterwards,  accept  the  said  potatoes,  or  any  part  there- 
^)  of  or  fit>m  the  plaintiff,   or  pay  him  for  the  same 
^  the  rate  aforesaid  or  otherwise,  but  then  wholly  re- 
'^  so  to  do : — concluding  with  an  averment  of  spe- 
^  damage  in  respect  of  the  keeping  and  selling  of  the 
{H)tatoes. 

There  were  also  counts  for  freight,  demurrage,  goods 
^old  and  delivered,  and  for  money  found  to  be  due  upon 
^  account  stated. 

Pleas,  1st,  non  assumpsit;  2ndly,  as  to  the  first  count,  that 
the  defendant  was  always,  frx>m  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the 
taid  brig  or  vessel  at  the  said  port  of  Wisbech,  on  her  return 
from  the  said  last-mentioned  voyage  in  the  said  first  coimt 
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Exek.  of  puas,  mentioned^  hitherto^  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  said 

potatoes  of  and  from  the  plaintiff^  and  pay  him  for  the 
same  on  the  deUvery  thereof  as  aforesaid^  and  then  wonld 
have  attended  to  the  shipment  and  delivery  thereof^  ac- 
cording to  the  said  notice  and  request  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned^  and  would  have  accepted  and 
paid  for  the  said  potatoes  upon  the  terms  in  the  said  first 
count  mentioned^  but  that  the  plaintiff^  immediately  after 
the  said  second  arrival  of  the  said  brig  or  vessel  as  afore- 
said^ and  the  giving  such  notice  and  the  making  such 
request  as  aforesaid^  and  before  a  reasonable  time  for  the 
defendant's  complying  ivith  the  said  notice  and  request 
had  elapsed^  and  before  the  defendant  coidd  attend  to 
such  shipment  and  delivery  as  aforesaid^  to  wit,  on  the 
said  8th  of  February,  1839,  aforesaid,  without  the  consent 
or  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  wrongfully  shipped  the 
said  potatoes  on  board  the  said  brig  or  vessel,  and  con- 
signed, and  carried  and  conveyed  away  the  same  to  cer- 
tain places  to  the  defendant  unknown,  and  wrongfulfy 
prevented  the  defendant  from  attending  to  the  shipment  and 
delivery  of  the  said  potatoes,  and  from  accepting  the  same 
according  to  the  said  agreement  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned,  and  wholly  discharged  and  hindered  the  de- 
fendant from  the  performance  of  the  said  agreement  and 
promise  so  made  by  him  as  aforesaid. 

Replication,  de  injuria. 

At  the  trial  before  Vaughan,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer 
Assizes  for  Cambridge,  it  appeared  that  on  the  15th  of 
December,  1838,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into 
a  written  contract,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"  Wisbech,  15th  December,  1838. 
*'  Bought  of  Mr.  Thomas  Marshall,  as  many  potatoes  as 
will  load  his  brig  the  Kitty,  Captain  WiUiam  Scott,  say 
from  sixty  to  seventy  lasts,  to  be  shipped  on  board  the  above 
vessel  on  her  arrival  here  the  next  time — say  what  pink 
kidneys  he  has  at  4«.  6d.  per  sack,  and  the  round,  white. 
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and  blue  ones  at  4^.  3d.  per  sack,  of  fifteen  ounces  net  mer-  Exek.  of  PUas, 

chants'  ware,  free  on  board  the  said  ship — ^payment,  cash 

on  delivery. 

(For  William  Lynn), 

Witness,  Robert  Lynn. 

T.  Marshall.'^ 

On  the  25th  of  December,  the  Kitty  arrived  at  Wisbech, 
that  being  the  next  arrival  after  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract, and  on  the  following  day,  the  plaintiff's  son  informed 
the  defendant  that  the  Kitty  would  be  ready  to  take  in 
tlie  potatoes  on  the  28th,  when  the  defendant  requested 
that  the  plaintiff  would  let  the  vessel  go  to  Lynn  and  load 
&  cargo  o(  potatoes  which  he  had  purchased  there,  and  for 
vhich  he  could  not  obtain  a  vessel,  and  take  them  to 
London;  and  he  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  take  the 
plaintiff^s  potatoes  the  next  time  the  Kitty  came  to  the 
port  of  Wisbech.    This  proposal  was  agreed  to,  on  the 
understanding  that  the    plaintiff's    potatoes  should  be 
taken  the  next  time  the  Kitty  came.    In  pursuance  of  this 
arrangement,  the  Kitty  sailed  to  Lynn,  and,  after  proceed- 
ing to  London,  and  there  discharging  her  cargo,  she  re- 
turned to  Wisbech,  and  arrived  there  on  the  7th  of  Febru- 
My.   On  the  8th  of  February  the  vessel  was  ready  to 
leceive  the  potatoes,  of  which  the  defendant  had  full  no- 
tice, and  was  requested  to  take  them ;  but  the  defendant 
said  he  coidd  not  take  them  then,  nor  did  he  know  when 
be  conld;  and  he  ultimately  declined  taking  them.    They 
^ere  afterwards  shipped  to  London,  and  there  sold  by  the 
plaintiff,  who  brought  this  action  to  recover  the  loss  sus- 
sed by  the  defendant's  non-performance  of  the  contract. 
It  Was  contended  at  the  trial,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
^  the  alteration  in  the  time  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the 
^^iginal  contract  for  shipping  the  potatoes  was  a  variation 
^  it  in  a  material  part,  and  ought  to  have  been  in  writing, 
"le  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for 
4e  plaintiff,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 

VOL.  VI.  I  M.  w. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,  nonsuit. — Storks,  Serjt.^  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a 
^^-        rule  accordingly,  against  which 

Kelly  and  Gunfdng  now  shewed  cause. — ^A  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  to  an  amount  exceeding  £10  must  be  in 
writing,  by  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Fraudd ;  but 
that  statute  does  not  require  either  the  time,  or  the  par- 
ticular mode,  of  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  be  in  writing, 
and  in  this  case  there  was  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the 
contract  for  the  sale.  This  case  falls  strictly  within  that 
case  of  Cuff  v.  Penn  (a),  and  is  distinguishable  from  Oo9$  ▼. 
Lord  Nugent  (d),  which  was  decided  upon  the  4th  sectioii  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  in  which  the  distinction  between 
that  section  and  the  17th  is  recognised.  The  Court  did 
not  there  decide  whether  Cuffy.  Perm  was  good  law  or  not, 
though  undoubtedly  Parke,  J.,  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, appears  to  have  doubted  the  correctness  ci  that 
decision.  No  doubt,  a  written  contract  cannot  be  contra- 
dicted by  parol,  but  it  may  be  varied  or  discharged  by 
parol,  where  there  is  no  statutable  provision  to  prevent  it» 
The  17th  section  enacts,  "  that  no  contract  for  the  sale  <rf 
any  goods,  wares,  and  merchandizes  for  the  price  of  iSlO 
or  upwards  shall  be  allowed  to  be  good,  except  the  buyer 
shall  accept  part  of  the  goods  so  s6ld,  and  actually  receive 
the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest  to  bind  the  bar- 
gain or  in  part  of  payment,  or  that  some  note  or  memo- 
randum in  writing  of  the  said  bargain  be  made  and  signed 
by  the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  their 
agents  thereunto  lawfully  authorized.'^  That  is,  that  no 
contract  shall  be  binding  for  the  sale  of  goods,  unless  it  be  in 
writing :  it  is  not  material  that  the  time  stipulated  for  their 
delivery  should  be  in  writing,  as  that  is  not  a  material  part  of 
the  contract  of  sale.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  guard 
the  public  against  evidence  of  a  contract  being  given,  when 
no  contract  has  been  entered  into  at  all;  but  where  there 

(a)  1  M.  &  Selw.  21.  (6)  5  B.  &  Add.  58. 
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if  evidence  ci  some  written  contract^  that  is  sufficient,  with-  Bxek.  of  Pieat, 

out  letting  out  the  whole  of  the  contract.     If  it  is  held  to        ^^^* 

be  material  that  every  particular  of  a  contract  is  to  be  in- 

Krted,  and  that  it  cannot  be  varied  from  afterwards,  the 

eoosequences  will  be  most  serious.    Suppose,  in  the  case  of 

t  nle  of  wines,  the  seller  enters  into  a  written  contract 

to  deliver  the  wine  at  28,  Grosvenor  Street,  and  it  turns 

OQty  on  inquiry,  that  the  purchaser  lives  at  No.  30,  i»  he 

to  be  at  liberty  to  repudiate  the  contract  on  that  ground, 

ifier  having  subsequently  requested  that  the  wine  should 

be  delivered  at  No.  30  ?    That  would  be  a  variation  as  to  the 

]dace ;  then  as  to  the  time : — suppose  a  gentleman,  living  out 

of  town,  enters  into  |t  written  contract,  by  which  goods  are 

to  be  sent  by  a  particular  coach,  as,  for  instance,  the  ten 

Q^dock  coach,  but  he  afterwards  requests  them  to  be  sent 

by  the  eleven  o^clock  coach,  because  he  is  going  by  that 

eoach,  can  it  be  said  that  that  woidd  avoid  the  contract  ? 

Such  a  circumstance  as  that  last  mentioned  is  of  frequent 

oocnrrence,  and  is  done  for  the  convenience  of  the  purchaser. 

To  say  that  such  a  slight  variation  from  the  written  contract, 

agreed  to  subsequently  by  parol,  would  render  it  nugatory, 

wonld  lead  to  the  greatest  injustice.    In  Cuffv,  Perm,  Lord 

EUenborough  says,  *'  The  principal  design  of  the  Statute  of 

Rraods  was,  that  parties  shoidd  not  have  imposed  upon 

them  burdensome  contracts  which  they  never  made,  and 

be  fixed  with  goods  which  they  never  contemplated  to  pur- 

dttse.''  .  .  .  '^  But  here,  what  has  been  done  is  only  in  per- 

brmance  of  the  original  contract.     It  is  admitted  that 

&ere  was  an  agreed  substitution  of  other  days  than  those 

origmally  specified  for  its  performance ;  still  the  contract 

lemsins."     Now  that  is  precisely  the  present  case :  there, 

one  day  was  substituted  for  another;  here,  one  of  the 

dap's  voyages  was  substituted  for  another.     The  case  of 

Worren  v.  Stagg,  cited  in  Littler  v.  Holland  (a),  shews  that 

die  time  of  delivery  is  not  a  material  part  of  the  contract, 

(a)  3  T.  R.  591. 
I2 
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Ejteh,  of  PUas,  and,  if  varied  by  subsequent  agreement,  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered only  as  a  continuation  of  the  first  contract.  And  in. 
Hoadly  v.  M'Laine  [a)  it  was  held,  that  where  an  executory 
contract  is  entered  into  for  the  fabrication  of  goods,  with-* 
out  any  agreement  as  to  the  price,  the  memorandum  of 
the  contract,  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  is  su£Scient 
without  specification  of  price.  That  shews  that  the  statute 
does  not  require  every  term  of  the  contract  to  be  in  writing. 
[Parke,  B. — ^No  doubt,  every  particular  of  the  contract  need 
not  be  mentioned;  but  if  mentioned,  it  must  be  observed. 
I  do  not  apprehend  you  can  go  into  a  distinction  between 
the  material  and  the  immaterial  parts  of  the  contract. 
How  can  you  tell  what  part  of  a  contract  is  material, 
and  what  not  ?  The  recent  case  of  Stead  v.  Dawber  (A) 
appears  to  have  entirely  overturned  the  authority  of  Ci^ 
V.  Penn.]  That  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  as 
there  the  goods  were  of  a  fluctuating  value,  the  price  was 
not  mentioned,  and  therefore  the  time  of  delivery  was  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract.  In  this  case,  the  price  of  the 
goods  was  fixed  by  the  contract. 

Storks,  Serjt.,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
made  absolute.  If  it  had  not  been  for  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  Stead  v.  Dawber,  I  shoidd  have  vdshed  to  hear  the 
argument  on  the  other  side,  and  probably  to  have  taken 
time  to  consider;  but  as  the  case  of  Cuffv.Penn,  which 
had  before  been  very  much  doubted,  appears  to  have  been 
overruled  by  Stead  v.  Dawber,  we  do  not  think  it  necessary 
to  do  so.  Here  there  was  an  original  contract  in  writing 
to  send  these  goods  by  the  first  vessel ;  an  alteration  as  to 
the  time  of  their  delivery  was  subsequently  made  by  parol; 
and  the  point  to  be  decided  is,  whether  such  an  altaratioDi 
by  parol,  of  the  written  contract,  can  be  binding.  It 
appears  to  me  that  it  cannot;  and  that  the  same  role 

(a)  10  Bing.  482 ;  4  M.  &  Scott,  340.         (6)  2  P.  &  D.  447. 
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mnst  prevail  as  to  the  constmction  of  the  17th  section  of  Sxeh.  of  PUat, 
the  Statute  of  Frauds^  which  has  already  prevailed  as  to  the         ^^^' 
eoDstraction  of  the  4th  section.    The  decision  in  Gos8  v. 
Lord  Nugent,  the  principle  of  which  I  have  no  doubt  is 
perfectly  correct^  has  clearly  established^  with  respect  to 
the  case  of  a  contract  relating  to  the  sale  of  an  interest  in 
lands,  that  if  the  original  written  contract  be  varied,  and 
a  new  contract,  as  to  any  of  its  terms,  substituted  in  the 
place  of  it,  that  new  contract  cannot  be  enforced  in  law, 
onlesa  it  also  be  in  writing.     The  question  is,  whether  the 
Mone  reasoning  does  not  apply  to  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  goods,  under  the  17th  section.    [His  Lordship  read  that 
lection.]     It  appears  to  me  that  no  distinction  can  be 
made :  and  I  must  also  observe,  that  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
nnnecessary  to  inquire  what  are  the  essential  parts  of  the 
omtract,  and  what  not,  and  that  every  part  of  the  con- 
tract, in  regard  to  which  the  parties  are  stipulating,  must 
betaken  to  be  material;  and  perhaps,  therefore,  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  judgment  in  Stead  v.  Dawber  may  be  con- 
adered  as  laying  down  too  limited  a  rule.     Every  thing 
for  which  the  parties  stipulate  as  forming  part  of  the  con- 
tract must  be  deemed  to  be  material.    Now,  in  this  case, 
by  the  original  contract,  the  defendant  was  to  accept  the 
goods,  provided  they  were  sent  by  the  first  ship :  the  par- 
ties afterwards  agreed  by  parol  that  the  defendant  would 
accept  the  goods  if  they  were  sent  by  the  second  ship,  on 
a  subsequent  voyage :  that  appears  to  me  to  be  a  different 
contract  firom  what  is  stated  before.     Such  was  my  strong 
impression,  independently  of  any  decision  on  the  point: 
but  the  case  of  Stead  v.  Dawber  is  precisely  in  point  with 
the  present,  and  on  looking  at  the  judgment,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear to  proceed  altogether  upon  the  time  being  an  essential 
part  of  the  contract,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  contract 
itself,  whatever  be  its  terms,  if  it  be  such  as  the  law  recog- 
nises as  a  contract,  cannot  be  varied  by  parol.     It  has  been 
said  that  the  adoption  of  this  rule  will  produce  a  great 
deal  of  inconvenience ;  I  am  not,  however,  aware  of  mudi 
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Bxeh.  of  Pieoit  practical  inconyenience  that  can  result  from  it,  and  none 
1834. 

that  furnishes  any  reason  for  altering  the  role  of  law  in 

respect  of  these  mercantile  contracts.  They  frequently 
vary  in  terms,  and  admit  of  some  latitude  of  construction, 
but  the  expressions  used  in  them  generally  indicate  the 
intention  of  the  parties  su£Sciently  well;  there  is  a  Bort  of 
mercantile  short-hand,  made  up  of  few  and  short  expres* 
sions,  which  generally  expresses  the  full  meaning  and  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  On  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  no 
reasonable  distinction  can  be  made  between  this  case  and 
that  of  Cross  y.  Lord  Nugent,  This  is  a  new  contract,  in^ 
corporating  new  terms,  and  I  think  it  cannot  be  enforced 
by  action,  imless  there  is  a  note  in  writing,  expressing 
those  new  terms  distinctly,  or  in  the  mercantile  phrase- 
ology which,  as  I  have  already  said,  admits  of  some  latitude 
of  interpretation.  This  action,  therefore,  cannot  be  main- 
tained, and  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  entirely 
concur  with  what  has  fallen  from  my  brother  Parke.  By 
the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  provided 
that  the  contracts  therein  mentioned  shall  be  in  writing, 
otherwise  no  action  shall  be  maintained  on  them.  The 
17th  section  requires  that  some  note  or  memorandum  in 
writing  of  the  bargain  before  made,  shall  be  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  his  agent  lawfully 
authorized.  There  is  imdoubtedly  a  distinction  between  the 
two  enactments,  for  by  the  4th  section  the  whole  contract 
must  be  in  writing,  including  the  consideration  which  in- 
duced the  party  to  make  the  stipulation  by  which  he  is  to 
be  bound;  but  by  the  17th  section,  it  is  sufficient  if  all  the 
terms  by  which  the  defendant  is  to  be  bound  are  stated  in 
writing,  so  as  to  bind  him.  Now  here  there  is  a  stipulation 
which  is  to  bind  the  defendant,  and  it  is  proposed  to  alter 
that  by  parol,  which  cannot  be  done.  It  is  much  better 
plainly  to  define  what  the  law  is,  than  to  attempt  to  create 
fimcifiil  distinctions.    Here  there  is,  as  to  one  of  the  terms 
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hf  which  the  party  is  to  be  bounds  entirely  a  new  con-  ExcH,  of  PUa§, 
tnd,  and  the  law  requires  that  such  new  contract  should     ^      _  ' 
be  in  writing. 

Gurnet^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  a  new 
contract^  and  the  law  which  requires  the  one  contract  to 
be  in  writingi  requires  the  pther  to  be  in  writing  also. 

RoLrs,  B.^  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Brown  v,  Tapscott. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  in  the  sum  of  22/.  lOf .  for  The  plaintiff 

money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  the  defendant ;  together  with ' 

with  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.   Plea,  non  assumpsit,  fn^o 'aiid"sfmti 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  Summer  ^^^  following 

special  contract: 

Assiies  for  the  county  of  Kent,  it  iqppeared  that  the  plain-  — "  Being  de- 

ii»     v  i_       1-   1 J        •  _«.  •        A  •     A^         sirous  that  the 

off,  who  was  a  shareholder  in  certain  steam  navigation  communicaUon 
companies,  baring  been  applied  to  by  several  tradesmen  5^1,^^°  ^°«" 
residing  at  Heme  Bay,  to  charter  a  steam-boat  to  run  and  Margate, 

*__  ,  i"m«-  li^n*  should  be  kept 

from  London  to  that  place  and  Margate,  the  following  open  during  the 
agreement  was  in  consequence  drawn  up: —  by'meanTof  T' 

small  steam- 

'' Being  desirous  that  the  communication  between  Lou-  authorize  Mr.  ^ 
doD,  Heme  Bay,  and  Margate,  should  be  kept  open  duiv  t«thfB°o^kei- 

bank,  or  any 
other  suitable 
HHel,  lor  that  purpose,  on  the  best  possible  terms,  and  to  make  the  necessary  arrangements  for 
her  running  on  the  station  during  the  whole  or  such  part  of  the  winter  as  may  be  deemed  ex- 
pedient, on  our  joint  account,  each  of  us  taking  a  proportionate  interest  in  this  enterprise,  ac- 
cording to  the  amount  subscribed,  and  the  profit  or  loss  to  be  divided  amongst  us  in  proportion 
to  oar  BubtcHption.  In  order  to  form  a  fund  for  defraying  the  necessary  expenses,  we  have  each 
of  OS  paid  i£lO  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  our  subscriptions,  and  we  hereby  bind  ourselves,  and 
tgree  to  pay  to  Mr.  G.  A.  B.  such  further  instalments,  each  of  us  in  proportion  to  his  subscrip- 
tiia,  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  call  for  from  time  to  time,  should  the  earnings  of  the  boat  not  be 
Kficient  to  pay  the  expenses.  It  being,  however,  understood  that  our  liability  is  not  to  extend 
Wyond  the  amount  subscribed  by  us  respectively :" — HeUit  that  this  agreement  constituted  a  part- 
Benhip  between  the  parties  who  signed  it;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  paid  such  debts  aris- 
ing from  the  undertaking  as  the  earnings  of  the  boat  were  insufficient  to  satisfy,  could  not  main- 
^  an  action  for  money  paid,  against  the  defendant  who  had  not  paid  up  bis  subscription,  but 
tlat  the  proper  form  of  action  was  a  special  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  non- performance  of  the 
lidcrtaklng  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  instalmenu  from  time  to  time. 
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Back,  rf  Pleats  ing  the  ensuing  winter  by  means  of  a  small  steam-boatj 

we  hereby  authorize  Mr.  Greorge  Augustus  Brown  to  char* 
ter  the  Brockelbank^  or  any  other  suitable  vessel,  for  that 
purpose,  on  the  best  possible  terms,  and  to  make  the 
necessary  arrangements  for  her  running  on  the  station 
during  the  whole,  or  such  part,  of  the  winter  as  may  be 
deemed  expedient,  on  our  joint  account,  each  of  us  taking 
a  proportionate  interest  in  this  enterprize  according  to  the 
amount  subscribed,  and  the  profit  or  loss  to  be  divided 
amongst  us  in  proportion  to  our  subscription.  In  order 
to  form  a  fund  for  defraying  the  necessary  expenses,  we 
have  each  of  us  paid  £10  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  our 
subscription,  and  we  hereby  bind  ourselves,  and  agree  to 
pay  to  Mr.  Brown  such  further  instalments,  each  of  us  in 
proportion  to  his  subscription,  as  it  may  be  necessary  to 
call  for  from  time  to  time,  should  the  earnings  of  the  boat 
be  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  expenses :  it  being,  however, 
understood  that  our  liability  is  not  to  extend  beyond  the 
amount  subscribed  by  us  respectively. 

"  Heme  Bay,  30th  October,  1837." 

This  instrument  was  signed  by  22  persons,  including 
Brown  the  plaintiff,  and  Tapscott  the  defendant,  the  for- 
mer subscribing  for  £50,  and  the  latter  for  £25. 

The  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  the  terms  therein  mentioned, 
first  chartered  the  Brockelbank,  but  the  subscribers  being 
desirous  of  having  a  better  boat,  he  afterwards  chartered 
the  Dart,  and  subsequently  the  Red  Rover,  which  vessels 
ran  in  succession  to  Heme  Bay  until  the  30th  of  April, 
1838,  the  end  of  the  winter  season.  The  expenses  incur- 
red and  paid  by  the  plaintiff  considerably  exceeded  the 
earnings  of  the  boats,  and  it  became  necessary  to  call  for 
further  instalments,  from  time  to  time,  during  the  pro* 
gress  of  the  enterprize.  At  the  time  of  signing  the  instru- 
ment, the  defendant  paid  the  sum  of  2/.  10^.,  being  £10 
per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  his  subscription;  and  it  was 
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jvored  hj  Mr.  Bohrs^  the  secretary  to  the  Heme  Bay  EmcIl  o/  PUag, 
Steam  Packet  Company,  that  by  the  plaintiff's  direction     ^    ^^' 
ht  had  called  upon  the  defendant,  and  had  produced  a 
lOQgh  sketch  of  the  accounts,  shewing  the  losses  sustained, 
and  the  defendant  had  promised  to  send  the  amount  of  his 
second  instalment,  but  had  failed  to  do  so. 

It  was  objected  at  the  trial  that  the  instrument  was  an 
agreement  for  a  partnership  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defisndant  for  the  object  therein  stated,  and  therefore  that 
the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  as  one  partner  could  not 
maintain  an  action  against  his  co-partner  for  work  and 
labour  performed  or  money  expended  on  the  partnership 
account,  and  Hobnes  v.  Higgins  (a)  was  cited.  The  learned 
Judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  daimed,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Phut  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  ac- 
cordingly, 

Whateley  and  WaUinger  shewed  cause. — ^This  instrument 
did  not  constitute  a  partnership  between  the  parties,  but 
was  a  mere  authority  to  the  plaintiff  to  carry  on  the  under- 
taking, and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  to  the 
extent  of  the  defendant's  subscription,  the  money  he  ac- 
tually laid  out  for  the  defendant's  benefit  in  carrying  on 
the  undertaking :  Helme  v.  Smith  (i).  Coffee  v.  Brian  {c). 
The  case  of  Holmes  v.  Higgins,  which  was  cited  at  the  trial, 
is  inapplicable,  as  there  the  plaintiff  was  liable  as  a  partner 
jcnntly  with  the  defendant  for  the  claim  in  respect  of  which 
the  action  was  brought.  But  assuming  that  the  agreement 
had  the  effect  of  constituting  a  partnership  between  the  par- 
ties, the  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  can  avail  him- 
self d  this  defence  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit.    The 

(«)  1 B.  &Cr.  74  ;  2  D.  &  R.  196.  (fi)  7  Bing.  709 ;  5  M.  &  P.  744. 

(c)  3  Bing.  54;  10  Moore,  341. 
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Exek.  of  PUas,  first  rule  of  Hilary  Term^  4  Will.  4^  says,  that  the  plea  of 

non  assumpsit  shall  operate  only  as  a  denial  in  fact  of  the 
expre-  p^mise  dleg^,  or  of  the  matters  of  feet  from 
which  the  promise  alleged  may  be  implied  by  law.  The 
third  role  enacts^  that  all  matters  in  confession  and  avoid* 
ance^  which  shew  the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  void^ 
able  in  point  of  law^  shall  be  specially  pleaded.  Now  here 
there  is  an  express  promise^  and  the  defendant  seeks  to  get 
rid  of  it  by  sayings  that  it  is  either  void  or  voidable  on  the 
ground  of  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  partnership 
between  him  and  the  plaintiff.  There  is  an  analogy  betwe^i 
this  case  and  that  of  infancy^  which  is  one  of  the  instances 
mentioned  in  the  rule.  [Parke,  B.-^There  can  be  no  doubt 
about  the  form  of  the  plea,  and  that  if  it  was  a  partner«- 
ship  transaction^  it  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  nom 
assumpsit ;  but  the  question  is^  whether  it  is  not  an  agree- 
ment at  all  events^  to  pay  certain  sums  of  money  firom  time 
to  time  as  they  become  due.]  That  is  the  effect  of  the 
agreement.  This  is  no  debt  due  to  the  plaintiff  and  de> 
fendant  jointly^  nor  would  the  damages  recovered  go  to  or 
form  part  of  the  partnership  fund  :  WorraU  v.  QraysGn  {a), 
Bedford  v.  Bruitan  {b).  The  case  of  Venning  v.  Leckie  {c) 
shews  that  the  necessity  ci  looking  into  the  accounts^  in 
order  to  ascertain  whether  there  had  been  profit  or  loss^  is 
no  objection  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action.  The  action 
is  not  brought  to  recover  partnership  profits^  but  monies 
laid  out  by  the  plaintiff^  to  enable  the  defendant  to  get 
such  profits :  Gale  v.  Leckie  (d). 

Piatt  and  Channell,  contra. — ^The  effect  of  the  agree- 
ment was  to  constitute  a  partnership  between  the  parties, 
each  party  to  be  liable  to  a  certain  amoimt.  Holmes  v. 
Hiffffins  {e)  is  directly  in  point.    The  money^  if  recovered, 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  166.  (c)  13  Eaat,  7. 

(6)  1  Ring.  N.  C.  399;  1  Scott,  245.       (d)  2  Stark.  107. 

(e)  1  B.  &  C.  74. 
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foold  dearly  belong  to  the  partnenhip  fimds^  and  must  Bxeh.  of  puat, 

be  introduced  into  and  form  part  of  the  partnership  ac-     ^   ^^^' 

coontB. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

?ABJLE,  B. — ^This  was  an  action  for  money  paid^  with  a 
ooant  on  an  account  stated.    It  appeared  on  the  trial  that 
Oie  plaintifF,  together  with  the  defendant  and  others^  en- 
tered into  a  special  agreement  to  this  effect :  [the  learned 
Judge  here  read  the  agreement.]    The  effect  of  this  agree- 
ment vaA  to  constitute  a  partnership  between  those  who 
nbscribed,  in  proportion  to  their  subscription.  The  plain- 
tiffii  took  an  active  part  in  the  management  of  the  concern, 
md  the  earnings  of  the  boat  not  proving  suflident,  he  paid 
tiie  amount  q{  the  debts  due  to  the  different  creditors ;  and 
if  nothing  else  had  been  done,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
noofoed  as  for  money  paid  to  the  partnership  use,  as  one 
putner  cannot  sue  another  in  that  form  of  action  for  con- 
tribution to  a  joint  partnership  liability.     But  on  this 
agreement,  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued  the  defendant  in 
I  special  assumpsit,  for  not  performing  his  undertaking 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  instalments  from  time  to  time,  in 
addition  to  the  <£10  per  cent.,  to  form  a  fond,  as  such  an 
ictbn  would  lie,  foimded  on  the  consideration  of  the  plain- 
tiff on  his  part  undertaking  to  charter  and  manage  the 
Tessel,  as  much  as  an  action  would  lie  on  a  covenant  in 
co-partnership  articles  by  one  partner  to  pay  another  a  cer- 
tim  sum,  if  the  partnership  assets  should  prove  deficient. 
Ai  such  an  action,  therefore,  would  lie,  the  only  objec- 
tion is  to  the  form  of  the  declaration.     The  coimt  for 
money  paid  could  not  be  supported.     But  it  appears  from 
my  Lord  Detwum's  note,  that  the  earnings  were  admitted 
to  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  expenses ;  that  application 
▼SB  made  to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  second 
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JSxek,  of  PUat,  instalment,  and  thai  he  promised  to  pay  it.    This  appeaiv 

^     to  be  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  count  on  an  account 

Browk        stated  as  to  that  sum,  founded  on  the  obligation  to  pay  it 

Tapscott.     arising  out  of  the  special  contract ;  and  therefore  the  rule 

to  enter  a  nonsuit  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Johnson  v.  Reid. 


T] 


The  plaintiff       X  BESPASS  against  the  defendant,  a  justice  of  peace  for 
by  the  defend-    the  county  of  Surrey,  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 
^tJ!^'^\he      Pleas— 1st,  not  guilty  (by  statute) ;  2ndly,  a  tender  <rf 
4  Geo.  4,  c.  34,   £QQ  })j  ^ay  of  amends.     Replication  to  the  second  plea, 

8<  Sf    by  E  WET- 

rant  of  commit-  taking  issuc  OH  the  Sufficiency  of  the  amends. 
In^Sie'foiiowIng  ^^  ^^^  *™1  before  Lord  l)enman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last 
[rco7."aS°e  of  Surrey  Assizes,  the  plaintiff  caUed  as  a  witness  the  goyer- 
M.,  Surrey,  &c  nor  of  the  housc  of  correction  at  Brixton,  who  produced 
mationand  &  Warrant  of  Commitment,  signed  by  the  defendant,  in 
b"r!Z?utu,  the  following  form :- 
me,  one  &c,  «  To  the  coustablc  of  Mitcham,  in  the  county  of  Surrey, 

upon  the  oaths  *^  " 

of  J.  H.  and  s.  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Brixton,  in 
in  the  said  '  ^^^  ^^^  couuty  of  Surrey,  &c.  Whereas  information  and 
county  of  s.,      complaint  hath  been  made  unto  me,  one  of  her  Majesty's 

calico- pnnters,  *  ^  j       ^ 

that  w.  J.,  of    justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  upon  the 

M.  aforesaid,  in 

the  county        oaths  of  Jonathan  Haslam  and  Samuel  Makepeace,  both 

aforesaid,  cali- 
co-printer, 

did  on  Wednesday,  the  8th  of  May  inst,  contract  with  the  said  S.  M.,  to  print  certain 
pieces  of  woollen  cotton  goods,  and  that  the  said  W.  J.  had  adopted  such  contract,  and  en* 
tered  into  the  service  of  the  said  S.  M.  under  such  contract ;  and  that  the  said  W.  J.  hath, 
in  his  said  service,  been  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanours,  miscarriages,  and  ill  behaviour  to- 
wards the  said  S.  M.,  and  particularly  with  having,  on  the  9th  of  May  inst,  refused  to  per- 
form such  contract,  and  left  his  said  work  unfinished,  and  the  service  of  the  said  S.  M., 
without  his  license  or  consent.  And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
provided,  I  have  duly  examined  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said  parties,  touching  the 
matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and,  upon  due  consideration  had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and 
determined,  and  do  hereby  adjudge  and  determine,  the  said  complaint  to  be  true."  It  then  com- 
manded the  constable  to  convey  the  plaintiff  to  the  house  of  correction,  and  deliver  him  to  the 
keeper  thereof,  who  was  ordered  to  detain  him  in  custody  : — Held^  that  this  was  a  commitment 
in  execution,  and  that  it  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  shew,  either  that  the  contract  waa  entered 
into,  or  the  work  refused  to  be  done,  or  the  plaintiff  found,  within  the  j  urisdiction  of  the  magistrate. 
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of  IGtcham,  in  the  said  county^  calico-printers,  that  Wm.  Exch,  of  PUat^ 
Johnson,  of  Mitcham  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,     ^  ^^^' 
cilico-printer,  did,  on  Wednesday,  the  8th  of  May  inst., 
contract  with  the  said  Sainuel  Makepeace  to  print  certain 
pieoes  of  woollen  cotton  goods;  that  the  said  Wm.  John- 
son had  adopted  such  contract,  and  entered  into  the  ser- 
rice  of  the  said  Samuel  Makepeace  under  such  contract ; 
and  that  the  said  Wm.  Johnson  hath,  in  his  said  service, 
been  guilty  of  divers  misdemeanours,  miscarriages,  and  ill 
behaviour  towards  the  said  Samuel  Makepeace,  and  par- 
ticularly with  having,  on  the  9th  of  May  inst.,  refused  to 
perform  such  contract,  and  left  his  said  work  unfinished, 
and  the  service  of  the  said  Samuel  Makepeace,  without  his 
license  and  consent.    And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the 
itatute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I  have  duly  ex- 
amined the  proofs  and  allegations  of  both  the  said  par- 
ties, touching  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint,  and,  upon 
doe  consideration  had  thereof,  have  adjudged  and  deter- 
mined, and  do  hereby  adjudge  and  determine,  the  said  com- 
plaint to  be  true.  These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the 
Slid  constable,  forthwith  to  convey  the  said  William  John- 
son to  the  said  house  of  correction  at  Brixton  aforesaid,  and 
todeUver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  with  warrant;  and  I  do 
bereby  command  you  the  said  keeper  to  receive  the  said 
William  Johnson  into  your  custody,  in  the  said  house  of 
collection,  there  to  remain,  and  be  corrected  and  held  to  hard 
labour  for  the  space  of  six  weeks  firom  the  date  hereof,  and 
for  80  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant.  Given,^^  &c. 
It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  confined  in  the 
bofose  of  correction,  imder  this  warranjb,  for  ten  days, 
when  he  was  discharged  by  habeas  corpus.  Other  witnesses 
were  also  called  to  prove  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  it  was  elicited  from  some  of  them,  that 
he  was  a  journeyman  calico-printer,  and  that  such  per- 
sons worked  upon  the  premises  of  their  employers,  who 
supplied  them  there  with  blocks  and  materials  necessary 
for  performing  their  work ;  but  it  also  appeared,  that  they 
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Etch,  of  PUat^  were  paid  according  to  the  quantity  of  work  done,  and  not 

by  the  day  or  week.  The  defendant's  counsel,  -on  these 
facts  being  proved,  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
be  nonsuited,  as  the  commitment  was  a  valid  commitment 
under  4  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  s.  3,  which  gave  the  magistrate  juris- 
diction in  the  case.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that 
this  case  was  not  within  the  act,  and  relied  upon  Hardy  v. 
Ryle  {a).  The  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whe- 
ther the  sum  of  <£30  was  a  sufficient  compensation,  which 
they  negatived  by  finding  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  £45.  The  learned  Judge  thereupon  gave  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  the  defend* 
ant  on  the  first  issue. — Thesiger  having,  in  Michaelmas 
Term,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Andrews,  Serjt.,  {Montagu  Chambers  with  him),  now 
shewed  cause. — ^This  is  a  commitment  in  execution,  under 
the  stat.  4  Greo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  and  must  be  construed  with 
<  the  same  strictness  as  a  conviction.  By  that  section  it  is 
enacted,  ^^  That  if  any  servant  in  husbandry,  or  any  artifi- 
cer,  caliio-printer, handicraftsman, Hnnerl^iier, kedrnan, 
pitman,  glassman,  potter,  labourer,  or  other  person  shall 
contract  with  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  to  serve 
him,  her,  or  them  for  any  time  or  times  whatsoever,  or 
in  any  other  manner,  and  shall  not  enter  into  or  com- 
mence his  or  her  service,  according  to  his  or  her  contract), 
{stich  contract  being  in  uniting,  and  signed  by  the  contract- 
ing parties),  or,  having  entered  such  service,  shall  absent 
himself  or  herself  firom  his  or  her  service  before  the  term 
of  his  or  her  contract,  whether  such  contract  shall  be  in 
writing  or  not  in  writing,  shall  be  completed,  or  neglect  to 
fulfil  the  same,  or  be  guilty  of  any  other  misconduct  or 
misdemeanour  in  the  execution  thereof,  or  otherwise,  re- 
specting the  same,  then,  and  in  every  such  case,  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  603. 


1840. 
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oonnfy  or  place  where  su^Ii  servant  in  husbandry,  artificer,  Bxeh.y  pum, 
aJioo-printer,  handicraftsman,  &c.  &c.,  shall  have  so  con- 
tracted, or  be  employed,  or  be  found,  and  such  justice  is 
bereby  authorized  and  empowered,  upon  complaint  thereof 
made  upon  oath  to  him  by  the  person  or  persons,  or  any 
of  them,  with  whom  such  servant  in  husbandry,  &c.  &c., 
shall  have  so  contracted,  or  agent,  which  oath  such  justice 
v  hereby  empowered  to  administer,  to  issue  his  warrant 
tot  the  apprehending  such  servant  in  husbandry,  &c.  &c., 
and  to  examine  into  the  nature  of  the  complaint;  and  if 
it  shall  appear  to  such  justice  that  such  servant  in  hus- 
bandfy,  &c.  &c.,  shall  not  have  fulfilled  such  contract,  or 
kath  been  guilty  of  any  other  misconduct  or  misdemea- 
nour as  aforesaid,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  such 
justice  to  commit  every  such  person  to  the  house  of  cor- 
rection for  a  reasonable  time,  not  exceeding  three  months.^' 
lids  conviction  does  not  state  such  an  offence  as  gave  the 
UttgiBtrate  jurisdiction  within  this  act.     The  contract  is 
lot  alleged  to  have  been  in  writing,  nor  is  it  stated  in 
irliat  manner  the  entering  into  the  service  took  place. 
Besides,  the  warrant  is  bad  for  omitting  to  shew  that  the 
offence  was  committed  within  the  county  in  which  the 
magistrate  had  jurisdiction.    Rex  v.  Hazell  (a),  Rex  v.  Jef- 
ffit9(b),  Rex  V.  Smith  (c).      It  does  not  at  all  appear  here 
vhere  the  offence  was  committed.  Again,  it  does  not  allege 
that  the  party  was  present  and  was  convicted.  There  ought 
toliave  been  an  adjudication  that  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
ticted.    A  commitment  in  execution  by  a  magistrate  must 
itate  that  the  party  has  been  convicted;  and  setting  forth 
ttat  he  was  charged  on  oath  with  the  offence  is  insufficient. 
Six  V.  Cooper  {d).  Rex  v,  Rhodes  {e). — He  was  then  stopped 
bj  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Channell,  contra. — [Parke,  B. — How  do  you  answer  the 

(a)  13  East,  139.  (c)  8  T.  R.  588. 

(6)  1  T.  R.  241.  ((/)  6  East,  509. 

(e)  4  East,  220. 
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Exeh.  cf  Pleas,  objection  as  to  the  venue?]  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 

offence  should  be  committed  within  the  county  within 
which  the  magistrate  had  jurisdiction.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  party  is  fiund  within  the  jurisdiction.  [Gumey,  B. — 
The  commitment  does  not  state  that  he  was  found  within 
the  jurisdiction.]  Besides^  this  is  only  a  commitment, 
and  not  a  conviction^  and  it  may  be  questionable  whether 
it  was  enough  for  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the  commit- 
ment, without  shewing  that  there  was  a  conviction  which 
contained  the  same  defects. 

Pabke,  B. — It  does  not  appear  here  that  there  was  any 
conviction^  and  that  is  not  required  by  the  statute.  This 
is  a  commitment  which  was  intended  by  the  act  to  operate 
as  a  conviction;  and  it  is  defective,  in  not  stating  that  the 
contract  was  entered  into,  the  work  not  done,  or  the  plaintiff 
foimd,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate.  The  war- 
rant is  the  only  authority  to  the  gaoler  to  keep  the  plain- 
tiff in  custody,  and  in  this  warrant  there  is  no  authority 
shewn,  and  nothing  stated  which  justifies  the  plaintiff's 
arrest  on  this  charge.  But  taking  it  merely  as  a  matter 
of  evidence,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  magistrate  had 
authority;  that  the  contract  was  entered  into,  the  work 
refused  to  be  done,  or  the  man  foimd,  within  his  jurisdic- 
tion.    This  magistrate  therefore  had  no  defence. 

AxDERSON,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I  may 
add,  that  it  is  consistent  with  this  warrant  that  the  plain- 
tiff never  appeared  before  the  magistrate  at  all. 

GuBNEY^  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Eteh.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


h 


Seccombb  v.  Babb. 


this  case  the  parties  had  agreed  to  refer  all  matters  in  au  matters  in 
difference  on  the  record  in  the  cause  (except  so  far  as  re-  the  record  ^"^ 


m  a 


hted  to  a  snm  of  £10)  to  two  arbitrators,  ''  the  costs  of  ««•«  ^e^e  re- 

'  '  ferred  to  arbi- 

the  said  action  (except  as  aforesaid)  and  also  of  the  refer-  tration,  the 
eace  and  award  incident  thereto,  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  tion  and  of  the 
the  arbitrators/'    The  arbitrators  proceeded  with  the  re-  thcTw"ard*to^be 
ference,  and  awarded  that  the  action  should  cease,  and  no  *»i  ^^*  discretion 

'  '  of  the  arbitrator. 

fiuther  proceedings  be  taken  therein;  that  the  defendant  The  arbitrator 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  £50  towards  the  the  acUon 
costs  incurred  in  the  cause  and  the  reference;  that  the  ind*no  ftirther 
plaintiff  should  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  cause  and  of  the  proceeding*  be 

*  *    "  taken  therein ; 

T^Brence,  and  should  also  pay  to  the  defendant  the  costs  that  the  defend- 
of  the  defendant  in  the  cause  and  reference;  and  that  the  to  the  plaintiff 
aid  costs  should  be  in  the  meantime  taxed  as  between  ^^i^f  fhe"'^* 
ittomey  and  client ;  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  ca^^  »nd  re- 

.  ference;  that 

iibitrators  for  their  use  the  sum  of  £25  for  their  fees  and  the  plaintiff 
diibursements  as  arbitrators  in  the  reference,  and  for  the  own*and*the  " 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  award. — FFflrren  having  obtained  defendant'* 
I  role  to  shew  cause  why  the  award  should  not  be  set  aside,  cause  and  refer- 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  uncertain  whether  the  £50  was  cosuto  be  itued 
to  go  towards  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  defendant,  ZT^'^'cullu;' 
wboth:  and  that  if  the  former,  then  it  was  inconsistent;  »"4  ^^«  I^^®,, 

'  '  ^  '  plaintiff  should 

md  also  on  the  groimd  that  the  arbitrators  had  exceeded  pay  the  arbi- 
tkeir  authority  in  directing  the  costs  to  be  taxed  as  between  ^i,  fees  &c. :— - 
rttomey  and  cUeat,  S  w^rit;; 

uncertain  or 
.  •  i_      inconsistent; 

ouit  shewed  cause. — ^The  award  is  not  imcertain;  the  but  that  the 
^  is  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  towards  all  the  costs  in-  exceeded  his 
curred  in  the  cause  and  the  reference  on  both  sides,  which  ^^^^^^^  j.^^^^ 
ie  is  ultimately  to  pay.    And  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  «» between  at- 
It,  in  that  view  of  the  case,  the  arbitrators  having  nul  client;  and  that 

the  order  as  to 
costs  was  so 
connected  with  the  rest  of  the  award,  that  it  could  not  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

VOL.  VI.  K  M.  W. 
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Exeh,  tf  Pleat,  power  to  award  the  costs  as  they  should  think  fit.     Se- 

condly,  the  words  respecting  the  taxation  "  as  between 
attorney  and  client'^  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and 
the  award  construed  as  directing  the  costs  to  be  taxed  in 
the  usual  manner,  as  between  party  and  party.  But  if  that 
be  not  so,  that  part  of  the  award  may  be  waived,  as  was 
done  in  Whitehead  v.  Firth  (a),  where  an  arbitrator,  having 
no  authority  to  order  costs,  awarded  them  to  be  taxed  as 
between  attorney  and  client,  but  the  plaintiff  having  waived 
his  costs,  and  demanded  only  the  principal  sum  awarded, 
was  allowed  to  issue  an  attachment  for  the  latter. 

Warren,  contra. — ^The  first  part  of  the  award  is,  substan- 
tially, the  ordering  of  a  stet  processus.  Then  comes  the 
award  as  to  the  costs,  which  is  quite  inconsistent  and  im- 
intelligible;  the  plaintiff  is  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
cause  and  the  reference  on  both  sides,  and  yet  he  is  to 
receive  £50  for  costs. — Secondly,  it  is  clear  that  the  arbi- 
trators had  no  authority  to  award  costs  as  between  attor- 
ney and  client :  Watson  on  Awards,  133,  134.  [Aldersan, 
B. — Marder  v.  Coo:  {b)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  that 
portion  of  the  award  may  be  rejected.]  That  case  is  distin- 
guishable, as  there  the  part  relating  to  the  mode  of  taxation 
was  easily  separable  from  the  rest;  but  here  the  award  of 
the  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client  forms  the  very 
basis  of  the  award,  and  is  so  intermingled  with  the  other 
parts  of  the  award  that  it  cannot  be  separated. — He  cited 
Jackson  v.  Clarke  {c). 

Parke,  B. — There  is  no  difficulty  as  to  the  first  ob- 
jection. The  inconsistency  which  at  first  sight  appears 
is  explained  by  the  context,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  arbi- 
trators intended  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  all  the  costo, 
both  of  the  cause  and  the  reference,  together  with  the  £25 

(a)  12  East,  165.  (b)  Cowper,  127. 

(c)  M*CleU.  &  Y.  200. 
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to  the  arbiiratora ;  but  as  a  partial  indemnity  for  that^  the  E*ch.  rf  PUat, 
defendant  shonld  pay  him  <£50.  But  the  other  objection, 
I  think,  must  prevail.  The  award  of  the  costs  as  between 
sttorney  and  client  is  so  connected  with  the  other  parts  of 
die  award,  that  non  constat  that  the  payment  of  the  £50 
lijr  the  defendant  was  not  part  at  least  of  the  considera- 
ticm  for  which  the  award  as  to  the  other  matters  was 
Bsde.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  so  connected  with  the  be- 
aefit  which  the  defendant  is  to  receiye  under  the  award, 
dttt  it  cannot  be  rejected. — ^The  rule,  therefore,  for  set- 
ting aside  the  award  must  be  made  absolute. 

Aldirson  B.,  GuaNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


DowLiNG  t;.  Harman. 

IHIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  give  secu-  An  application 
lity  for  costs,  and  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit,  stating  pi^ndff^o  gi^ve 
tilt  the  deponent  believed  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  French-  ■®*^y"'y  \' 

*  *  costs,  on  the 

nun,  and  resided  at  Brussels.    The  affidavits  in  answer  ground  of  his 

,,.•,.,  11  i««/*»  .1        residing  out  of 

to  the  rule  stated,  that  although  the  plamtiff  was  in  the  the  jurisdiction 
Writ  of  frequently  going  abroad,  and  was  abroad  at  the  may  bf  ma'de 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  he  was  in  this  f^^\  *°  ®^^®^ 

has  been  ob- 

conntry  at  the  time  of  the  application,  and  intended  to  tained  for  time 

remain  until  after  the  trial.     It  appeared  also  that  the  de-  usual  terms, 

fendant  had  obtained  a  Judge's  order  for  time  to  plead  on  ^in"not  gran"*^ 

fte  nsual  terms.  «."<^*»  an  appiica- 

tion,  where  the 
plaintiff,  though 

Ball  shewed  cause. — ^The  affidavit  should  have  stated  po-  usuaiTyresident 
itirely  that  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff  is  out  of  England ;  ^iZ^^;,^^lfll 

this  country. 
Setnbief  that 
tbe  tfidaTit  to  ground  such  an  application  is  sufficient,  if  it  states  that  the  deponent  belUvet 
t^  pbintiff  rendet  abroad. 

k2 
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Bireh,  of  PUa.%,  the  statement  of  the  mere  belief  of  the  deponent  is 
.  ^^^'  .  insufScient.  Sandys  v.  Hobler  (a).  [Aldersony  B. — How 
DowLiMo  can  a  man  swear  that  positively,  when  he  is  himself  here?] 
Harman.  Secondly^  the  application  was  too  late,  after  the  defendant 
had  obtained  time  to  plead.  The  rule  of  H.  T.,  2  WilL  4, 
s.  89,  which  says  that  ^^  an  application  to  compel  the  plain- 
tiff to  giye  security  for  costs  must,  in  ordinary  cases,  be 
made  before  issue  joined,^^  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case,  where  the  defendant  was  under  terms  of  taking  short 
notice  of  trial.  This  is  an  extraordinary  case,  and  the 
rule  only  applies  to  ordinary  cases.  The  defendant  cannot 
move  for  security  for  costs  after  he  has  obtained  time, 
unless  he  shews  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  plaintiff's 
residence  abroad  at  the  time  he  so  obtained  it.  Thirdly, 
the  plaintiff  being  actually  in  England,  security  for  costs 
cannot  be  required  firom  him,  although  his  usual  residence 
may  be  in  a  foreign  country :  Anonynuma  {b) ;  Ciragno  v. 
Hossan  {c).  It  is  not  enough  to  say  he  is  about  to  leave 
this  country ;  he  must  be  actually  abroad. 

Hoggins,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  application  was 
regular,  being  made  before  issue  joined,  according  to  the 
rule  of  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4.  As  to  the  other  point,  in  th^ 
cases  cited  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  ^m 
foreigner :  here  it  is  sworn  that  he  is  a  foreigner,  and  tha^fl 
he  resides  at  Brussels.  Though  the  plaintiff  be  here  lur^ 
the  time,  security  for  costs  may  be  ordered,  provided  tlM^ « 
plaintiff  is  a  foreigner,  and  is  usually  resident  abroad. 

Parke,  B. — ^We  must,  for  the  sake  of  regularity,  abi 
by  the  rule  of  Court,  which  is,  *'that  an  application 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs,  must, 
ordinary  cases,  be  made  before  issue  joined.^'    The 


(a)  6  DowL  P.C.  274.  iff)  8  Taunt  737;  3  Moore,  78. 

(c)  6  Taunt.  20. 
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cue  18  an  ordinary  one;  the  circumstance  of  the  defend-  Exek.  of  PUag, 
ittt's  being  under  terms  to  take  short  notice  of  trial,  does  *   ^ 

not  take  it  out  of  that  rule.  The  rule  was  made  to  cor-  Dowlino 
net  a  diversity  in  the  practice  of  the  Courts  on  this  sub-  Harman. 
jee^  and  with  a  view  to  introduce  a  uniformity  in  it.  With 
lopect  to  the  other  point,  we  must  abide  by  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  the  anonymous  case  cited, 
wliich  strongly  resembles  the  present.  It  appears  from 
Oie  report  of  that  case  in  Moore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
fareigner,  usually  resident  at  Dantzic,  although  he  was  at 
tbat  time  staying  in  this  country.  In  the  absence  of  any 
decision  to  the  contrary,  we  must,  for  the  sake  of  unifor- 
mity, adhere  to  the  rule  there  laid  down. 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^The  case  of  Gumey  v.  Key  (a)  is  an 
uUiority  in  point  to  shew  that  the  application  is  not  too 
kte. 

Rule  dischai^ed — the  costs  to  be 
costs  in  the  cause. 

(a)  3  DowL  P,  C.  559. 


h 


Williams  v.  Higos. 


this  case  Halcomb  moved  to  bring  back  the  venue  An  affidavit  to 
6nm  Cardiganshire  to  Merionethshire.  vemfe,  made  by 

The  a£Bidavit  on  which  he  moved  was  made  by  the  ^*\ep\»i?^ff'» 

^  wife,  IS  insum- 

plaintiff 's  wife,  he  being  himself  imable  firom  illness  to  dent,  unless  it 

-         -       .  appear  that  the 

Sttena  to  business.  husband  was  too 

ill  to  attend 
before  a  com- 

Parke,  B. — ^We  must  adhere  to  the  ordinary  rule,  miwionerto 

^        .  "  make  one,  and 

^mch  is  that  the  affidavit  should  be  made  by  some  person  that  the  wife  is 
^uainted  with  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  with  the  namre 
action.    Unless  there  is  an  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  is  ^? ^y^P'^riom" 

The  proper 
pcrsoo  to  make  the  affidavit,  under  such  circumstances,  is  the  plaintiff's  attorney. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleat,  SO  ill  that  he  cannot  attend  hefore  a  commissioner  to  make 
^^^'  the  necessary  affidavit,  and  an  affidavit  of  the  wife,  stating 
that  she  knows  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  cause  of 
action,  that  rule  cannot  be  dispensed  with.  The  proper 
person,  under  the  circumstances,  to  make  the  affidavit^ 
was  the  plaintiff's  attorney. 

Motion  refused. 


Williams 

p. 

Hioos. 


A  party  obtain- 
ing a  Judge's 
order  ought  to 
serve  it  "  forth- 
with," i.  c.  be- 
fore the  oppo- 
site party  can 
take  the  next 
step.     And 
where  a  party, 
at  5  o'clock  on 
the  day  before 
the  time  for 
joining  in  de- 
murrer expired, 
obtained  an  or- 
der for  three 
days'  time  to 
join  in  demur- 
rer, which  was 
not  served  until 
two  o'clock  on 
the  following 
day,  and  the 
plaintiff  had 
signed  judg- 
ment at  the 
opening  of  the 
office  at  11 
o'clock  on  the 
same  morning: 
—Held,  that 
the  order  had 
been  served  too 
late. 


Eenney  r.  Hutchinson. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  having  demurred  to  the  defend- 
ant's plea,  the  defendant,  on  the  day  before  that  in  which 
he  ought  to  have  joined  in  demurrer,  took  out  a  summons 
for  time  to  join  in  demurrer,  which  was  attended  by 
both  parties,  and  an  order  was  made  by  Gumey,  B.,  allow- 
ing three  days'  time.  The  order  was  obtained  firom  the 
Judge's  clerk  about  five  o'clock  on  the  afternoon  of  Wed- 
nesday, the  22nd  of  January,  but  was  not  served  until  two 
o'clock  on  the  following  day.  The  plaintiff,  however,  on 
the  opening  of  the  office  at  eleven  o'clock  on  that  day, 
signed  judgment. 

Cowling  now  moved  to  set  that  judgment  aside  for 
irregularity. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  serve  the  order  before  nine  o'clock  the  same  even- 
ing on  which  it  was  obtained,  or  before  eleven  o'clock 
on  the  following  morning.  Both  parties  attended  the 
Judge,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff's  attorney  knew  of  the 
order  having  been  made.  [Parke,  B. — He  cannot  tell 
whether  the  defendant  intends  to  draw  up  the  order,  until 
the  defendant  serves  him.]  There  is  no  rule  which  re- 
quires the  order  to  be  served  on  the  day  it  is  made;  and 
can  the  defendant's  attorney  be  supposed  to  have  waived^ 
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the  order^  by  not  serving  it  before  eleven  o'clock  the  fol-  Exch.  of  PUat, 
bwing  morning;  when  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment?     In  '   ^ 

Charge  v.  Farhall  (a),  it  is  said  that  a  Judge's  order  must       Kenney 

Vm 

be  drawn  up  and  served  ^^  forthwith /'  but  what  does  that  Hutchinson. 
mean?  Does  it  mean  within  twenty-four  hours^  or  at  what 
time?  The  expression  there  seems  to  have  been  used  in 
contradistinction  to  a  delay  of  several  days.  [Aldersonj  B. — 
You  knew  when  the  opposite  party  could  take  the  next 
Btep^  and  you  ought  to  get  it  served  before  he  could  do 

BO.] 

Barstow,  who  appeared  to  shew  cause  in  the  first  in* 
stance^  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke^  B. — ^Although  the  attorney  for  the  opposite  party 
^^  present  when  the  order  was  made^  yet  he  could  not 
know  whether  the  party  applying  for  it  would  draw  it  up  or 
'^ot.    Then  what  is  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  make  his 
Section?   When  the  parties  live  within  a  short  distance  of 
^^ch  other^  there  is  ample  time  between  five  in  the  after- 
noon and  nine  at  nighty  to  serve  an  order  of  this  descrip- 
^on.    But  at  all  events^    it  ought  to  have  been  served 
^^^ore  the  opening  of  the  office  on  the  following  mornings 
^^  rather  before  the  plaintiff  ^s  derk  would  have  to  leave 
^^^Xs  office^  in  order  to  reach  the  judgment  office  at  its 
ojiening. 

Alderson^  B. — It  is  requisite  that  there  should  be  some 

^^^  role  in  these  matters.    The  inconvenience  would  be 

^^  great^  if  the  parties  were  allowed  time  to  consider 

'Wliether  they  would  avail  themselves  of  a  Judge^s  order 

^^  then^  perhaps^  ultimately  abandon  it. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  4  B.  &  C.  485. 


L 
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Exeh.  of  PUat, 
1840. 


SembU,  that 
where  a  party 
adds  the  simi- 
liter, forming 
part  of  his  own 
pleadings,  it  is 
a  pleading 
within  R.  H.T., 
4  Will.  4,  s.  1, 
and  must  bear  a 
date,  or  it  may 
be  set  aside  for 
irregularity. 
Such  irregu- 
larity is  not 
waived  by  the 
party  to  whom 
the  issue  so 
made  up  is  deli- 
vered, omitting 
to  take  that  ob- 
jection, on  at- 
tending a  sum- 
mons to  shew 
cause  why  the 
action  should 
not  be  tried 
before  the  she- 
riff. 


MiDDLETON  V.  WoODS. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  to  recoyer  a  sum  of  mon< 
under  £20.  The  defendant  pleaded  nunquam  indebitati] 
to  which  the  plaintiff  added  a  similiter^  but  without 
date^  and  on  the  13th  of  January  delivered  the  issue  so  mm 
up.  On  the  following  day,  the  14th,  the  plaintiff's  attorn 
took  out  a  summons,  calling  on  the  defendant  to  shew  cau 
why  the  action  should  not  be  tried  before  the  sheriff,  whi 
summons  the  defendant's  attorney  attended,  but  took  ] 
objection  to  the  issue  on  the  ground  of  there  being  : 
date  to  the  similiter.  Howeyer,  on  the  15th,  he  took  o 
a  summons  to  shew  cause  before  a  Judge  at  chambc 
why  the  replication  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  grow 
of  its  being  without  a  date :  and  it  was  afterwards  c 
aside  accordingly  by  an  order  of  i2o{/^,  B. 

Dowdeswell  now  moved  for  a  role  to  shew  cause  w 
that  order  should  not  be  rescinded.  First,  the  similil 
is  not  a  pleading  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  H. ' 
4  Will.  4,  s.  1,  which  requires  "  every  pleading,  as  well 
the  declaration,  to  be  entitled  of  the  day  of  the  month  a 
year  when  the  same  is  pleaded.''  The  similiter  is  only 
form  which  serves  to  mark  the  acceptance  of  the  isc 
when  well  tendered,  and  the  mode  of  trial  propose 
Stephen  on  Pleading,  2nd  edit.  280 :  and  in  early  tin 
it  was  added  in  making  up  the  record,  and  formed  no  p; 
of  the  pleadings.  It  was  decided  in  Shackel  v.  Ranger  ( 
that  the  rule  did  not  apply  to  a  similiter  added  by  o 
party  for  the  other.  Here  the  plaintiff  added  his  o' 
similiter.  [Parke,  B. — ^That  is  the  distinction.  WhcB 
party  adds  his  own  similiter,  it  is  a  pleading,  and  ought 
have  a  date ;  but  where  it  is  added  by  the  opposite  par 


(ff)  3M.&W.409. 
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it  need  not.    That  diatinction  was  taken  by  this  Court  in  Breh,  of  PUat, 
Shackel  v.  Ranger.']     Secondly,  the  objection  was  waived,     v     °J^'   . 
\)y  the  omission  of  the  defendant  to  take  it  on  attending     Middleton 
the  summons  at  the  time  the  writ  of  trial  was  applied        woods. 
for.    In  Mammatt  v.  Mathew  [a),  a  request  by  the  defend- 
ant that  the  plaintiff  would  accept  certain  persons  as  bail 
mthout  opposition,  was  held  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  all 
irregolarities  in  the  affidavit  of  debt.     The   defendant's 
attorney,  by  attending  the  summons  for  the  writ  of  trial, 
must  be  taken  to  have  admitted  that  issue  was  regularly 
joined. 

Paske,  B. — ^The  only  question  before  the  Judge,  on  the 
aummons  for  the  writ  of  trial,  was  whether  any  difficult 
qaeation  of  law  was  likely  to  arise,  which  might  render 
the  trial  before  the  sheriff  improper.  The  defendant  could 
not  set  aside  the  issue  for  any  irregularity,  on  attend- 
iiig  before  the  Judge  to  shew  cause  why  the  action  should 
iu)t  be  tried  before  the  sheriff.  The  proper  course  was  to 
obtain  a  summons  to  set  it  aside,  which  he  did,  and  he  was 
^  time  on  the  15th.  On  a  motion  to  compute  principal 
uid  interest  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  you  cannot  shew  for 
^*''*e  the  irregularity  of  the  judgment.  So  also,  you  can- 
not attack  the  regularity  of  the  issue,  on  a  summons  like 
"^  present.  The  omission  to  do  so,  therefore,  could  not 
•nu>uiit  to  a  waiver.  You  may,  if  you  think  fit,  take  a 
'^  on  the  first  point. 

^^owdenoell,  finding  the  inclination  of  the  Court  against 
^>  declined  to  take  the  rule. 

(a)  4  M.  &  Scott,  356. 
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Exeh,  tf  Pleat, 
1840. 


The  master  of  a 
tbip  has  autho- 
rity by  law  to 
pledge  the  cre- 
dit of  his  owner, 
resident  in 
England,  for 
money  advanced 
to  the  master 
in  an  English 
port  where  the 
owner  has  no 
agent,  if  such 
advance  of 
money  was 
necessary  for 
the  prosecution 
of  the  voyage; 
and  whether  it 
was  so  or  not 
is  a  question 
for  the  jury. 


Arthur  and  Another  v.  Barton. 

UEBT  for  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated, 
nunquam  indebitatus.  At  the  trial  before  Paiiesofi 
at  the  last  Merionethshire  Assizes,  the  facts  appc 
to  be  as  follows. — ^The  defendant,  a  gentleman  resi 
near  Portmadoc,  in  Merionethshire,  was  the  owner 
coasting  vessel  called  the  Progress,  which  was  gene 
employed  in  the  conveyance  of  slates  from  Portm 
to  different  places  on  the  coast,  and  in  bringing 
return  cargoes  of  any  goods  that  might  be  require 
that  neighbourhood.  In  January,  1837,  the  vessel 
taken  out  a  cargo  of  slates,  and  on  her  return  home 
stranded  in  Bude  Bay,  in  Cornwall.  The  defendant 
an  agent  at  Bude,  from  whom  the  master  obtained  a 
of  £15,  which  was  expended  in  victualling  the  vc 
and  other  necessary  expenses.  She  proceeded  on 
voyage  homeward,  and  put  into  Swansea  harbour,  w 
the  master  borrowed  from  the  plaintiffs,  (who  were  : 
chants  at  Swansea  and  Neath,  and  had  contracted 
ship  on  board  the  vessel  a  cargo  of  culm,  consigned 
Mr.  Williams,  residing  near  Portmadoc),  a  sum  of 
which  was  applied  as  follows :  1/.  78.  for  loading  the  v 
and  getting  out  the  ballast;  £1  for  a  pilot;  I3s.  6d.  : 
new  chart  and  for  the  repair  of  the  compass — ^the  c 
having  been  lost  and  the  compass  damaged  when  the 
sel  was  stranded, — and  the  rest  for  provisions,  and  in 
ments  to  the  broker  for  clearing  out  the  vessel.  T 
payments  exhausted  the  whole  of  the  £5,  with  the  ei 
tion  of  28, 6d.,  which  the  master  paid  over  to  the  defen 
on  his  arrival  at  Portmadoc.  It  appeared  that  the  def 
ant  had  no  agent  at  Neath  or  Swansea.  Those  pi 
are  about  forty  miles  from  Portmadoc,  and  a  letter  wri 
there,  and  sent  by  post  to  the  defendant,  might  have  1 
answered  in  about  four  days.    The  master  sailed  for  I 
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madoc^  with  a  fair  wind^  on  the  day  after  the  advance  of  Exch.  of  Pieat, 
the  £5.  .J^^ 

For  the  defendant^  it  was  contended  that  the  action  was       Arthur 
not  maintainable^  for  that  the  master  of  a  coasting  vessel.       Barton. 
in  an  English  port,  had  no  authority  by  law  to  borrow 
mon^  on  the  credit  of  the  owner.     The  learned  Judge 
raerved  this  point.    The  defendant  then  adduced  evidence 
to  shew  that  in  fieict  the  credit  was  expressly  given  by  the 
plsintiffii  to  Mr.  Williams,  the  consignee  of  the  cargo. 
The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether 
tbe  supply  of  money  by  the  plaintiffs  was  obtained  by  the 
master  for  the  necessary  use  of  the  vessel;  and  secondly, 
wh^er  it  was  advanced  on  the  credit  of  the  defendant  or 
of  Williams :  and  the  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages 
42.  17#.  6^.,  leave  being  reserved  for  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Jervis  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accord- 
^gly^  against  which,  in  this  term, 

Ore9SweU,  Wehby^  and  Townsend  shewed  cause. — ^The 

J^^  having  found  that  this  money  was  borrowed  by  the 

^^^aster,  and  applied,  for  the  necessary  use  of  the  vessel,  in 

^>  p<»t  where  the  defendant  had  no  agent,  the  plaintiffs  are 

^^titlcd  by  law  to  charge  the  owner  with  it.     The  rule  of 

'^^w  on  this  subject  is  not  limited  to  cases  where  the  ma- 

^^<rials  are  supplied  or  money  advanced  to  the  master  in  a 

'foreign  .port;  it  is  founded  upon  the  general  control  of 

''^he  master  over  the  vessel,  which  is  necessarily  vested  in 

^iim  for  the  safe  and  diie  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  and 

^e  preservation  of  the  ship  and  crew.     Here  there  was 

no  deviation  from  the  due  and  proper  course  of  the  voyage, 

and  the  master  obtained  the  money  for  the  purpose  of 

carrying  it  into  effect.    [Parke,  B. — The  law  is  more  strict 

as  to  the  borrowing  of  money  than  as  to  repairs  of  the 

vessel.]    The  principle  is  the  same,  although  in  the  former 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  case  a  more  pressing  necessity  may  be  necessary  to  be 

shewn^  but  that  is  a  question  for  the  determination  of  the 
jury.  Webster  v.  Seekamp  (a)  is  a  distinct  authority  that 
the  owner  is  liable  for  necessary  repairs  done  to  the  ship 
in  an  English  port^  on  the  order  of  the  master ;  and  the 
Court  assign  a  large  meaning  to  the  term  "  necessary  re- 
pairs/^ viz.  such  as  are  reasonably  fit  and  proper  for  the 
voyage^  and  such  as  a  prudent  owner  himself  would  order 
if  present.  There,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says,  '^  The  general  rule 
i8,  that  the  master  may  bind  his  ovmers  for  necessary  rt- 
pairs  done,  or  supplies  provided  for  the  ship/'  And  Bay^ 
ley,  J,,  "  It  is  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  to  order 
such  repairs  or  supplies  as  it  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
that  the  owners,  if  they  had  had  an  opportunity  of  deciding 
for  themselves,  would  have  ordered/'  It  may  be  said,  that 
in  the  case  of  the  advance  of  money,  there  is  greater  danger 
of  its  subsequent  misapplication  by  the  master;  but  that 
argument  would  as  strongly  apply  to  the  case  of  an  advance 
abroad.  The  master  is  not  bound  to  hypothecate  the  ship  or 
cargo.  [Parke,  B. — Is  the  application  of  the  money  to  the 
purposes  of  the  vessel  anything  more  than  strong  evidence 
of  the  necessity?  So,  the  subsequent  misapplication  would 
only  be  evidence  that  the  master  had  not  really  borrowed 
the  money  for  the  purposes  of  the  vessel.]  It  was  formerly 
considered  that  a  party  supplying  necessaries  to  a  ship, 
even  without  any  hypothecation,  had  not  only  the  personal 
security  of  the  owners,  but  also  the  security  of  the  specific 
ship :  Rich  v.  Coe  (i).  Farmer  v.  Davis  (c) :  and  although 
that  doctrine  is  now  exploded,  yet  the  rule  as  to  the  per- 
sonal liability  of  the  owner  remains  unaltered,  and  must 
equally  apply  to  an  advance  in  an  English  and  a  foreign 
port.  It  is  laid  down  in  Abbott  on  Shipping  {d),  (without 
anything  to  restrict  the  application  of  the  rule  to  foreign 
ports),  that  ^'  the  business  of  fitting  out,  victualling,  and 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  452.  (c)  7  T.  R.  312. 

(6)  Cowp.  636.  {d)  6th  edit  p.  116. 
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manning  the  ship,  is  left  wholly  to  the  management  of  Bxch,  of  Pieat, 
the  master  in  places  where  the  owners  do  not  reside,  and     ^   *°^^' 
hare  no  established  agent :''  and  that  ^'  his  character  and 
ntnation  famish  presumptive  evidence  of  authority  from 
the  owners  to  act  for  them  in  these  cases/^    Robinson  v. 
Lyatt  (a)  appears  to  be  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of  the 
plaintifr.  That  was  an  action  against  a  shipowner  in  London^ 
to  recover  a  sum  of  money  furnished  to  the  master  at  Ports- 
mouthy  on  the  return  of  the  vessel  from  a  foreign  voyage^  in 
order  to  pay  seamen's  wages,  and  other  debts  contracted  by 
the  master  at  that  place  for  necessaries  for  the  use  of  the 
ihip,  some  of  which  were  contracted  on  the  outward  voy- 
age.    Holroyd,  J.,  at  the  trial,   nonsuited  the  plaintiff, 
on  the  ground  that  the  master  could  not  bind  the  owner, 
even  for  necessaries,  in  England ;  but  the  Court  set  aside 
the  nonsuit,  holding  the  owner  liable  for  all  such  money 
aa  had  been  advanced  necessarily ;  and  directed  the  verdict 
to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  such  sum  as  should  be 
^^raided  to  be  due  for  seamen's  wages,  in  respect  of  which 
^lone  a  supply  of  money  was  necessary  for  the  then  present 
x&se  of  the  vessel.     Here,  also,  some  of  the  payments  made 
y  the  master  must  necessarily  be  made  in  ready  money — 
V)r  instance,  the  charge  for  a  pilot,  and  the  payments  for 
:learing  out  the  vessel.    And  it  was  more  for  the  benefit 
^3f  the  owner  that  he  should  be  the  debtor  of  the  plaintiffs 
^or  one  single  sum,  than  of  many  persons  for  different 
^mall  amounts,  for  articles  obtained  on  credit. — ^They  cited 
*lao  Rocher  v.  Busher  (i),  and  Palmer  v.  Gooch  (c). 

Jervis  and  Cowling,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  master 
^^  no  authority  by  law  to  pledge  the  credit  of  his  owner 
^^t  this  money.  The  advance  of  money  is  very  different 
^m  the  supply  of  goods,  or  the  doing  of  repairs  to  the 
^Kip.     The  master  does  not  represent  the  owner  to  the 

(a)  7  Price,  592.  (6)  2  Stark.  Rep.  27. 

(c)  2  Stark.  Rep.  428. 
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Exck.  qf  Pleas,  {uU  extent  of  his  authority^  but  only  so  far  as  is  necessary 
^  ^  '  ^  for  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage;  and  for  that  purpose, 
Arthur  in  an  English  port,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have 
Barton.  authority  to  borrow  money.  Abroad,  he  can  only  borrow 
money  where  he  can  pledge  the  security  of  the  ship.  The 
owner  cannot  know  that  the  money,  when  obtained,  will 
be  properly  applied ;  in  the  case  of  repairs,  the  party  who 
does  them  sees  that  they  are  necessary  to  be  done.  /b>- 
binson  v.  Lyatt,  which  is  the  only  case  cited  of  an  advance 
of  money  in  an  English  port,  is  very  shortly  reported,  and 
there  is  no  statement  of  the  judgment  of  the  Ck)urt;  but 
admitting  its  authority,  it  is  distinguishable  firom  the  pre- 
sent case,  because  there  the  money,  in  respect  of  whidi 
only  the  verdict  was  ultimately  entered,  was  advanced  to 
pay  seamen's  wages,  without  the  payment  of  which  the 
ship  could  not  leave  the  port,  inasmuch  as  the  crew  would 
have  a  lien  upon  her  for  their  wages.  Suppose  the  owner 
of  a  vessel  in  England  had  an  agent  within  two  days'  post 
of  New  York,  could  the  master,  even  there,  pledge  the  cre- 
dit of  the  owner  in  England  for  money  borrowed  ?  [Al- 
derson,  B. — ^The  master  has  no  authority  even  to  get 
credit  for  repairs,  if  the  owner  is  at  hand ;  but  if  money 
be  indispensable  for  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  where 
is  the  diflFerence  in  principle  between  the  two  cases  ?]  If 
the  necessity  be  proved,  the  defendant  is  no  doubt  liable ; 
but  the  argument  is,  that  in  an  English  port,  where  the 
master  and  the  owner  may  readily  commuDicate  together, 
there  can  be  no  necessity  for  the  borrowing  of  money,  in 
order  to  proceed  on  the  voyage;  whereas  abroad,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  that  necessity  does  exist. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  this  case  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  rule  must  be  discharged.    The  point  reserved  by 


HILARY    TERM,   3    VICT.  143 

the  learned  Judge  was^  whether  the  master  of  a  coasting  Exeh.  of  Pieaa, 
vessel  could^  by  a  contract  made  in  England^  bind  his  *  . 

owner^  who  also  resided  in  this  kingdom^  the  contract      Arthur 
being  for  a  loan  of  money  for  the  necessary  iise  of  the       Barton. 
ship.    Here  the  owner  resided  in  North  Wales ;  the  con- 
tract was  made  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan. 

We  think  this  was  a  question  of  fact^  and  was  properly 
left  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  Judge. 

Under  the  general  authority  which  the  master  of  a  ship 
las^  he  may  make  contracts^  and  do  all  things  necessary 
for  the  due  and  proper  prosecution  of  the  voyage  in  which 
the  ship  is  engaged.  But  this  authority  does  not  usually 
extend  to  cases  where  the  owner  can  himself  personally 
interfere^  as  in  the  home  port^  or  in  a  port  in  which  he  has 
beforehand  appointed  an  agents  who  can  personally  inter- 
fere to  do  the  thing  reqtured.  Therefore,  if  the  owner,  or 
Ub  general  agent,  be  at  the  port,  or  so  near  to  it  as  to  be 
veaionably  expected  to  interfere  personally,  the  master 
^xtoit^  unless  specially  authorized,  or  unless  there  be  some 
i>>Qal  custom  of  trade  warranting  it,  pledge  the  owner^s 
<^t  at  all,  but  must  leave  it  to  him,  or  to  his  agent,  to 
«o  what  is  necessary. 

But  if  the  vessel  be  in  a  foreign  port,  where  the  owner 

^  no  agent — or  if  in  an  English  port,  but  at  a  distance 

^^  the  owner's  residence,  and  provisions  or  other  things 

''^tire  to  be  provided  promptly,  then  the  occasion  autho- 

^^^*cs  the  master  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  owner. 

^ut  then  the  further  question  arises,  for  what  things  he 

^^y  pledge  that  credit  ?     This  also  is  limited,  either  to 

^^U  things  as  are  necessary,  or  (as  Lord  Tenterdeny  in  his 

^^k  on  Shipping,  page  116,  and  Mr.  Justice  Story y  in  his 

^Uable  book  on  Agency,  section  122,  very  clearly  lay  it 

^'^n)  to  such  things  as  are  reasonably  fit  and  proper  for 

^^  ship,  or  for  the  voyage,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 

^ut  if  repairs  are  needed,  it  is  admitted  he  may  pledge 
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Exeh.  of  PUiu,  the  owner's  credit  for  them.  But  repairs  are  only  instances 
*  ^  of  the  above  rule.  If  therefore  money  be  necessary^  it 
Arthur  may  be  raised  upon  credit.  In  the  case  cited^  of  iZoMn- 
Barton.  SOU  Y.  Lyall,  this  was  done.  There^  without  money  the 
wages  of  the  seamen  could  not  be  paid^  and  unless  thqr 
were  paid^  the  seamen  might  have  refused  to  assist  in 
the  further  navigation  of  the  ship.  The  Court  therefore 
held^  that  the  master  could  pledge  the  owner's  credit  for 
money  to  that  extent.  So  also,  it  may  in  some  cases  be 
necessary  to  pay  harbour-dues,  or  pilotage,  or  the  like,  and 
to  pay  them  in  ready  money ;  and  if  that  be  the  case,  and 
the  prosecution  of  the  voyage  cannot  take  place  till  they 
are  discharged,  then  also  a  necessity  for  having  money  in 
specie  may  arise ;  and  if  so,  the  master  would  be  autho- 
rized, under  this  general  power  of  doing  all  things  neces- 
sary for  the  due  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  to  procure 
money  by  loan,  and  to  bind  the  owner  by  a  contract  for 
that  purpose.  It  is  not  doubted  that  in  a  foreign  port^ 
where  the  owner  has  no  agent,  this  may  be  done :  Evans  v. 
Williams  (a);  Abbott  on  Shipping,  page  117 ;  and  we  think 
that  all  these  questions  are  referable  to  one  general  prin- 
ciple, although,  when  it  is  applied  to  a  case  like  the  present, 
it  will  require  stronger  circumstances  to  establish  the  fact 
of  the  necessity,  upon  which  the  liability  of  the  owner 
must  depend. 

In  the  present  case,  the  learned  Judge  left  the  question 
to  the  jury,  and  they  have  found  for  the  plaintiff.  There 
was  clearly  evidence  on  which  they  might  reasonably  act ; 
and  as  the  verdict  is  under  £20,  we  should  not,  even  if  we 
doubted  as  to  the  propriety  of  their  conclusion,  interfere 
to  grant  a  new  trial.  The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  7T.  R.481,n. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Morse  v.  Apperley.  ^ 

iHIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  enter-  '» treapasi  qu. 
ing  the  plaintin 's  close.  The  defendant  pleaded^  Ist^  fendant  piead- 
not  guilty ;  2ndl7^  that  the  plainti£P  was  not  possessed  of  guiuy  I*  2ndiy, 
the  close  in  the  declaration  mentioned;  3rdly,  that  the  that  the  plaintiff 

,  was  not  possess- 

defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  close  in  which^  &c. ;  ed;  Srdiy,  that 

4thl7,  ^^^^  -^^  ^'  '^^  seised  in  fee  of  the  close  in  which^  seised  in  fee : 

fc.,  and  that  the  defendant  as  his  servant,  and  by  his  fill!  wi«d  i^*  ^' 

oommand.  committed  the  trespass  complained  of.     The  ^f*^*  *"f  that 

*  *  the  defendant, 

plaintiff  had  obtained  a  summons,  calling  on  the  defend-  by  his  com- 

ant  to  shew  cause  before  a  Judge  at  chambers,  why  the  mitted  the 

third  and  fourth  pleas  should  not  be  struck  out,  as  being  pi^jSed  of°  &"c. 

in  contravention  of  the  ''  General  Rules  and  Regulations ''  A  summons 

havinir  been 

rf  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  s.  6.      Gumey,  B.,  before  whom  the  taken  out  to 
rommons  was  attended,  refused  to  make  any  order,  where-  J'd  a*nd"4th  * 
npon  Gray  applied  to  this  Court  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  p^eas,  the  Judge 

^     **  refused  to  make 

▼by  the  second  plea,  or  the  third  and  fourth  pleas,  should  any  order, 
not  be  struck  out,  as  being  founded  on  "  the  same  ground  application  for 
rf  answer  or  defence/'  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  ^^^^^l 

mle.  this  Court: — 

Held,  that  the 
3rd  and  4th 

.    W.  H.  Watson  shewed  cause. — The  Court  has  no  juris-  ?!«»« ™'»*»*  *»« 

,.    .  "  pleaded  toge- 

"iction  over  the  subject-matter  of  this  application.  If  more  ther  with  the 

tban  one  plea  is  used,  in  violation  of  the  rule  of  Court,  the  ^ere  ^ot  nYces- 

Party  is  at  liberty  to  apply  to  a  Judge  at  chambers,  but  if  he  '^^'^^/^JJ^^^^ 

'rfuaes  to  interfere,  the  rule  gives  no  appeal  to  the  Court,  ground  of 

r  jj  ,  answer  or  de- 

L^^derson,  B. — My  Brother  Gumey  having  refused  to  make  fence,  within 

R.  O  H   T 

^T  order,  I  do  not  see  how  this  Court  can  interfere.  When  4  '^iu  4,  s.'e. 
*^Udge  makes  an  erroneous  order,  then  you  may  appeal  to    ,  Q««''[.  ^^e- 
^'^^  Court ;  but  here  he  makes  no  order.     The  Court  has  peal  lies  to  the 
^^t  the  same  power  in  this  respect  as  the  Judge  has;  for  the  Judge  at 
^^inple,  if  parties  come  before  me  at  chambers  upon  an  reftiTe^d  ^  make 
application  like  the  present,  and  in  answer  to  my  inquiry  »"y  o'^*'* 
^^ether  the  defendant   intends  to  make   two  separate 
Vol.  VI.  L  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  defences  under  the  proposed  pleas,  he  satisfies  me  that  he 
'  .  does  so  intend,  I  make  an  indorsement  upon  the  sum- 
MoRSE  mons  accordingly.  The  Court,  however,  has  no  power  to 
apperley.  make  such  indorsement,  which  shews  that  there  cannot  be 
an  original  application  to  the  Court.  In  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  point  could  not  be  raised  except  an 
order  be  made,  the  party  might  apply  to  another  Judge ; 
but  if  each  Judge  individually  refuses  to  make  an  order, 
an  appeal  to  them  collectively  in  this  Court  can  surely  be 
of  no  avail.]  But  these  pleas  are  no  infringement  of  the 
rule.  It  was  never  intended  by  the  new  rules,  that  a  party 
should  not  be  at  liberty  to  deny  the  fact  of  possession,  and 
also  to  set  up  title  in  himself.  The  second  plea  is  a  mere 
denial  of  possession,  which  constitutes  a  sufficient  title  to 
maintain  the  action,  as  against  a  wrong-doer.  By  the  third 
and  fourth  pleas,  the  defendant  shews  title  in  himself  and 
A.  B.,  under  whom  he  justifies.  Those  pleas  admit  the 
plaintiff  ^s  possession,  but  deny  his  right  and  title  to  the 
close.  The  plaintiff  might  reply  to  the  third  plea,  that  he 
was  tenant  to  the  defendant  from  year  to  year;  to  which 
the  defendant  might  rejoin,  that  the  tenancy  was  deter- 
mined by  notice  to  quit.  The  new  rules  were  never  in- 
tended to  preclude  a  party  from  bringing  the  question  to 
a  precise  issue,  but  the  contrary.  (He  was  then  stopped 
by  the  Court). 

Gray,  contra. — ^First,  as  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 
There  are  two  classes  of  cases  to  which  the  rule  of  Court 
extends.  The  first  is,  where  it  cannot  be  seen  on  the  face 
of  the  pleadings  themselves  whether  the  contract  or  mat- 
ter alleged  in  the  two  counts  or  pleas  is  the  same;  as,  for 
instance,  where  a  declaration  contains  two  counts,  each  stat- 
ing a  contract  to  build  a  house,  a  Judge  cannot  tell  from 
the  declaration  itself,  whether  there  were  in  point  of  fact 
separate  contracts  as  to  different  houses ;  he  must,  there- 
fore, inquire  of  the  plaintiff  whether  he  means  to  give  evi- 
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dence  of  separate  contracts  under  each  count.    The  second  ^ch.  of  Pleas, 
class  is,  where  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings  them-  '   ^ 

selves  that  the  matter  alleged  in  one  pleading  may  be  given        Morse 
in  evidence  under  another, — as  in  Neale  v.  M^Kenzie  (a),      Apperlet. 
where  a  justification  for  entering  the  house  as  landlord,  to 
distrain  for  rent,  was  not  allowed  with  the  general  issue, 
because,  by  statute,  that  matter  might  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue :  in  such  cases  a  Judge  reqiiires 
no  information  beyond  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
pleadings,  to  enable  him  to  come  to  a  decision.     In  the 
former  case  an  indorsement  on  the  summons  becomes 
necessary,  upon  the  assertion  of  the  party  that  he  intends 
to  give  separate  matters  in  evidence,   and  perhaps  that 
niay  be  a  reason  why,  in  such  case,  no  appeal  would  lie  to 
the  Court;  but  in  the  latter  case  every  thing  depends  upon 
^hat  appears  on  the  pleadings  themselves,  and  no  indorse- 
ment on  the  simimons  can  become  necessary;  because 
there  is  no  assertion  of  the  party,  the  truth  or  falsehood 
of  which  is  to  be  afterwards  ascertained  and  acted  on  by 
the  Judge  at  the  trial,  as  there  is  in  the  other  case.     The 
present  case  is  within  the  second  class,   and  therefore 
tbere  can  be  no  objection,  on  general  principles,  to  an 
appeal  to  the  Court.     Then,  secondly,  these  pleas  are  in 
^Atravention  of  the  rule.     A  declaration  in  trespass  quare 
^^'^iJsum  fregit  alleges  two  traversable  facts :  first,  that  the 
"tfendant  broke  and  entered  a  certain  close ;  2ndly,  that 
^6  close  was  the  plaintiflF's.     Now,  the  latter  allegation 
^  ^  allegation  of  title,  Pumell  v.  Young  (6),  and  not  of 
*^  possession;  and  although,  where  it  is  traversed,  the 
J^^iiitiff  will  prove  the  issue  by  shewing  mere  possession, 
^he  defendant  be  a  wrong-doer,  that  is  because  possession 
^  Prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  and  a  wrong-doer  is,  from 
^^es  of  convenience,   precluded  from  raising  the   ques- 
^^H  whether  the  plaintiff  or  a  stranger  has  title.     The 

(a)  1  C,  M.,  &  R,  61.  (6)  3  M.  &  W.  288. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  reasons  why  he  is  so  precluded  are  forcibly  stated  in  the 
'  ^    judgments  of  Lord  Ellenborauffh,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  and  Baylejf, 
Morse       J.^  in  Chambers  v.  Donaldson  (a).  If  then,  in  point  of  plead« 
Apferley.     ing,  that  be  an  allegation  of  title,  the  form  of  the  traverse 
can  make  no  difference ;  the  plea  concludes  to  the  countiy, 
and  must  be  taken  to  be  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  title. 
The  first  and  second  pleaa  in  this  case  put  in  issue  what  thjS 
general  issue  did  before  the  new  rules,  that  is,  both  the  tsic^ 
before  alluded  to ;  and  under  the  general  issue,  before  the 
new  rules,   the  defendant  could  give  in  evidence  either 
liberum  tenementum  in  himself  or  in  another,  and  that  he 
acted  by  command  of  the  other :  Argent  v.  Durrani  (6).   In 
the  latter  case  Lord  Kenyan  says :  ^'  It  is  now  too  late 
discuss  this  question,  which  appears  to  be  settled  in  LordB 
Cokeys  time.      In  a  case  in  1  Lev.  301,  in  trespass,  th^ 
defendant  pleaded  not  guilty;  and  if  he  could  give  in  efimm 
dence,  that  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  the  freehold  was  i—^ 
such  a  one,  and  he  as  his  servant,  and  by  his  commnn^> 
entered,  was  the  question ;  and  it  is  said  by  Coke  '  thr  _^ 
the  same  might  be  so  well  enough;   and  so  it  was 
judged  in  Trevilian's  case,  for  if  he  by  whose  command 
entereth  hath  right  at  the  same  instant  that  the  defen( 
entered,  the  right  is  in  the  other,  by  reason  whereof  hi 
not  guilty  as  to  the  plaintiff;  and  judgment  was  given        a 
cordingly.'     Conformably  to  this  doctrine,  I  have  ali^-^i; 
understood  that  it  has  been  the  practice  to  permit  the      cfe. 
fendant  to  give  liberum  tenementum  in  evidence  uncier 
the  general  issue.''     In  Carr  v.  Fletcher  (e),  the  same  dee- 
trine  was  acted  upon.    [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^That  was  no 
decision  of  the  Court,  but  an  admission  on  the  part  dftbe 
counsel  that  this  defence  might  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue.  Alderson,B, — It  is  laid  down  in  Chambers 
Y.Donaldson,  that  if  the  defendant  plead  soil  and  freehold L 
another,  by  whose  command  he  justifies,  such  command : 

(a)  1 1  East,  66.  (b)  8  T.  R.  403. 

(c)  2  Stark.  71. 
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be  trafersed  by  the  plaintifip.    The  general  issue  would  put  Ejek,  of  PUas, 
in  issae  not  only  the  soil  and  freehold  being  in  a  stranger,  '   ^ 

bot  that  by  his  command  the  defendant  entered.]     The        Morse 
nuoa  why  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  is  stated  in  Gilbert     Apperley. 
on  firidenoe,  230,  because  it  falsifies  the  declaration.     He 
nj9j  "  The  defendant  may  prevail  in  this  issue,  first,  by 
zoaking  title  to  the  land,  for  then  he  falsifies  the  declar- 
ation, for  he  proves  that  he  did  not  enter  into  the  plain- 
tiff's dose,  but  his  own,  and,  consequently,  that  is  a  very 
just  disproving  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration/'    K,  then, 
the  second  plea  amounts  in  substance  to  a  traverse  of  the 
dose  being  the  plaintiff's,  the  facts  alleged  in  the  third 
and  fourth  pleas  will,  if  true,  prove  it,  and  may  be  given 
in  evidence  under  it;  and  therefore,  either  that  plea,  or  the 
third  and  fourth,  ought  to  be  struck  out  as  being  prohibited 
liytiie  new  rules. 

Pbr  Curiam. — ^We  think  these  pleas  are  not  necessarily 

^oontravention  of  the  rule.     The  plea  of  Uberum  tene- 

iD^tuin  admits  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  actual  posses- 

^Q,  but  alleges  that  the  right  of  possession  is  in  the 

^iefendant  as  owner  of  the  fee.     It  is  consistent  with  that 

plea  that  the  plaintiff  may  be  in  possession  under  a  lease 

^tnn  the  owner  of  the  fee.     It  is  possible  that  these  pleas 

lUay  apply  to  a  state  of  facts  constituting  one  and  the 

^ame  subject-matter  of  defence,  but  it  is  also  possible  that 

they  may  apply  to  a  totally  different  state  of  facts,  consti- 

tuting  a  different  defence ;  and  if  that  be  so,  they  do  not 

come  within  the  rule  which  has  been  cited. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs. 


150  CASES   IN   THE    EXCHEQUER, 

Exch.  of  Pleats 
1840. 

^      "^""^  Alderton  V,  St.  Aubyn. 

Where  a  writ  of  XN  tills  case  a  Writ  of  sequestration,  at  the  suit  of  the 
wM  remrned  to  plaintiff,  having  been  issued,  directed  to  the  Bishop  of 
this  Court  be-     Exctcr,  was  indorsed  and  returned  by  him  into  this  Court 

fore  the  plain-  '  ^  " 

tiflf's  execution   before  the  execution  was  fully  satisfied. 

was  satisfied, 
the  Court  al- 

taken  off  the*  Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
file  and  sent       ^^t  should  uot  be  taken  off  the  file  of  the  Court  and  sent 

back  to  the 

Bishop,  in  order  back  to  the  Bishop,  OH  the  ground  that  this,  being  a  con- 
take  the"J«urn  tinuiug  writ,  ought  not  to  have  been  returned  until  the 
offthe  writ  and  exccutiou  was  Satisfied,  otherwise  parties  whohadlodsed 

certify  to  the  '  ^  ^ 

Court  what  he  writs  of  sequcstratiou  subsequently,  would  deprive  the 
it  The  rule  plaintiff  of  the  fruits  of  his  prior  execution.  In  Disney  v. 
[s  absoimeT**  ^^^^  W^  *^^  Court,  under  similar  circumstances,  directed 
the  first  in-        the  writ  to  be  taken  off  the  file  and  returned  to  the  Bishop, 

stance.  •  j  • 

m  order  that  he  might  certify  what  he  had  done  under  it. 
He  prayed  that  the  rule  might  be  absolute  in  the  first  in- 
stance. 


Parke,  B. — ^I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  granted,  and 
that  it  ought  to  be  absolute  in  the  first  instance.  If  we 
were  to  grant  a  rule  ilisi  only,  there  might  be  a  difficulty  as 
to  the  parties  upon  whom  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  serve 
it ;  the  only  parties  who  could  properly  lay  any  daim  to 
service  would  be  those  who  had  issued  subsequent  writs, 
and  who  may  be  termed  mesne  incumbrancers.  The  Bishop 
was  wrong  in  returning  the  writ  when  he  did,  but  for 
the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  suffer.  The  Bishop  may  take  th< 
return  off  the  writ,  and  certify  to  the  Court  what  he  h 
done  under  the  writ. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(o)  1  Ale.  &  Nap.  34. 
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Bxeh.  qf  Pleat, 
1840. 

Blake  v.  Warren.  "      ' 

±N  this  case,  notice  of  taxation  had  been  given  by  the  A  notice  to  at- 
plaintiff 's  attorney  for  Saturday,  the  23rd  of  November.   W9ttmim»ier, 
The  taxation  not  being  completed  on  that  day,  notice  of  ^"«  ^•""'  ^" 
oontinnance  was  served  for  twelve  o'clock  on  the  following 
Monday,  at  Westminster.    Before  eleven  o'clock  on  that 
morning,  the  defendant's  attorney  sent  a  notice  that  he 
objected  to  the  taxation  being  proceeded  with  at  West- 
minster.   He  accordingly  did  not  appear  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed, and  the  Master  proceeded  with  the  taxation  ex 
puie,  and  execution  subsequently  issued. 

Erie  now  moved  far  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  exe- 
cution and  all  subsequent  proceedings  should  not  be  set 
lade,  and  why  the  Master  should  not  review  his  taxation. 
He  contended  that  the  taxation  was  irregular,  because  all 
taxations  ought  regularly  to  take  place  in  the  Master's  of- 
fice; and  although,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  the  taxation 
inigkt  be  made  at  Westminster,  the  defendant's  attorney 
^  not  bound  to  attend  there,  and  having  objected  to  do 
^}  the  taxation  ought  not  to  have  been  proceeded  with. 

liord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Whilst  the  Court  is  sitting,  the 
''Usters  are  properly  hwe,  and  the  practice  is  to  attend 
^emhoe. 

Aldirson,  B. — ^The  objection  might  be  a  good  one  for 

'^^  Master  to  make ;  but  I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  an 

^*^Jcction  by  the  attorney.     It  is  only  for  the  convenience 

^tors  that  the  Masters  attend  at  the  office  at  all  in 

*^^timc. 

Rule  refused. 


^OL.  VI.  M  M.  W. 
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1840. 
"'  "   ^  SbMPLE  t?.  TU&NEB. 

A  writ  of  error  A  WRIT  of  eiTor  coram  vobis  had  been  sued  out  in  thiB 

nouTtiipene-  c*^®  ^7  *^®  defendant,  of  which  notice  had  been  aenred 

b***t "rev^mt  ^P^^  *^®  plaintiff.    The  latter,  however,  having  obtained 

the  party  who  a  Judge's  order  for  leave  to  issue  execution,  sued  out  a  <9l 

jadgment  from  Ba.,  Under  which  the  defendant  was  taken  in  execution. 

taking  out  exe- 
cution, except 

by  leave  of  the       MclloT  now  movcd  for  a  rulc  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ 

Court  or  a 

Judge.  of  ca«  sa.  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  all  subsequent  pro- 

ceedings stayed.  He  relied  upon  Lem^  v.  Price  {a),  m  an 
authority  that  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  is  a  superaedeaa 
of  execution  from  the  time  of  notice  given  that  it  has 
been  sued  out,  and  not  from  the  time  of  the  allowance 
of  it  only. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  present  case  differs  from  Lwy  y*  Price 
in  this  respect; — ^that  there  the  plaintiff,  after  notice  of  the 
writ  of  error,  sued  out  execution  without  the  leave  of  the 
Court,  which  was  accordingly  held  to  be  irregular.  In  thia 
case  leave  had  been  obtained  for  that  purpose.  A  writ  of 
this  kind  is  a  stay  of  proceedings  or  not,  as  the  Ckmrt  thatt 
direct. 


Alderson,  B. — A  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  ia  not  a 
supersedeas  at  all;  and  the  Court  has  only  engrafted  upon  it 
the  necessity  for  obtaining  leave  to  issue  execution,  because 
it  would  be  unseemly  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  have  power  d 
himself  to  issue  execution  after  such  a  writ  had  been  inied 
out,  and  consequently  while  a  question  is  depending^  bj  th^p- 
decision  of  which  his  right  of  action  may  be  deatroiyeA- 
altogether.    That  is  stated  by  Lord  Ettenborough^  jp^JDiiKk 
V.  TViste  (i),  as  the  principle  on  which  the  practice  pro* 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  533.  (6)  8  Eait,  415. 
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ceeds;  and  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Stokoe{a),  whicli  he  there  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
dtcB,  ia  aa  authority  that  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  is  not 
a  supersedeas  in  itself. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Caiihew,  367. 


Davies  v.  Evan  Humphreys. 
Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  money  paid,  and  on  an  B7  » promis- 

-       __  _  .,      /%     1      1      «  «orynote,E.  H., 

aooount  stated.    Pleas^  Ist^  non  assumpsit;  2nd,  the  Sta-  w.d.,  &  j.  h., 
tate  of  Limitations.  SS^T 

At  the  trial  before  CoUridgt,  J.,  at  the  Carmarthen-  ^%w  to  J.  e. 

•^  xoOO,  with  in- 

ddre  Spring  Assizes^  1839,  the  following  appeared  to  be  terest    w.  d. 

the drcumstances  upon  which  the  action  was  founded: —  wards pddj.E. 

Shortly  before  the  making  of  the  promissory  note  herein-  ^^^^  ^^^^^ 

«ftcr  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  about  the  month  of  No-  "^o^c,  j.  e. 

^'^ber,  1827,  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff  married  the  following  in- 

defendant,  who  was  the  son  of  one  John  Humphreys,  the  u^n  ".!l^«  Re- 

defbdant  in  the  action  next  mentioned,  and  which  John  ceivedofw.D. 

^  '  the  sum  of 

flomphreys  was  then  the  tenant  and  lessee  of  a  fiurm  called  j^so,  on  ac- 

(^  in  the  same  county.    The  plaintiff  gave  his  daughter  within  note, 

Ott  her  marriage  £100  and  some  household  furniture,  and  JJ^^^^®^*?": 

'dm  Humphreys,  on  the  same  occasion,  gave  up  to  the  »»«%  advanced 

defendant,  his  son,  the  lease  of  Coed,  together  with  the  an  action 

•tock  snd  implements,  (which  were  valued  at  £1150),  on  oTwhohad^' 

^  understanding  that  the  defendant  should  pay  him  for  p"^  the  whole 

^  *    ''  amount  dae, 

against  J.  H.» 
1^  iceover  contribution  from  him  "at  •  oo-imrety :" — Htld,  that  the  indorsement  was  admissible 
^<vi4ence,  to  profe  not  only  the  payment  of  the  £2S0,  but  also  that  the  money  was  origin- 
^idfaaeed  to  E.  H.  as  principal. 

The  aBount  of  principal  and  interest  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  more  than  six  years  before 
^  conaeneement  of  the  suit,  with  the  exception  of  £90,  which  was  paid  by  him  within 
^period.  The  Sutute  of  Limitations  having  bean  pleaded :-*A«U,  that  the  plainUff  was 
^^^  to  recover  only  to  the  extent  of  £30  which  htd  been  paid  within  the  six  years,  and 
^  the  Statute  of  LimiUtions  was  a  bar  to  the  rest,  as  the  right  of  action  attached  as  soon  as 
^  Flaiotiff  had  paid  more  than  his  proportion. 

..^cU,  ilso,  in  aa  action  on  the  same  noU  against  E.  H.,  the  principal,  that  the  Statute  of 
T^tations  was  a  bar  to  all  except  £80,  at  the  plaintiff  had  a  ri|jit  of  action  against  the  prin> 
^  the  moment  he  paid  anjrthing,  for  so  much  money  paid  to  his  use. 

m2 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  the  same  the  sum  of  £800,   (being  ^50  less  than  the 

'   ^     actual  value),  in  the  following  manner:  viz.,  by  paying 

Davies        down  the  sum  of  £400,  and  giving  his  undertaking  for 

Humphreys,  the  other  £400.  The  defendant  handed  over  to  his 
father  the  £100  which  he  received  with  his  wife,  and 
they  both  (Evan  and  John  Humphreys)  applied  to  the 
plaintiff  to  make  up  the  other  £300,  which  were  to 
be  paid  down  as  above  mentioned.  This  the  plaintiff  de- 
clined doing ;  but  agreed,  that  on  the  lease  of  Coed  being 
deposited  with  him  as  a  security,  and  on  their  procuring 
the  money  from  a  relative  of  theirs,  one  John  Evans  of 
Altycadno,  he  would  join  with  them  as  their  surety  in  a 
promissory  note  for  the  amount.  On  the  27th  of  Decem- 
ber next  after  the  marriage,  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant, 
and  John  Humphreys  met,  when  one  Thomas  Jones,  an 
attorney,  being  sent  for,  he  drew  up  a  promissory  note, 
which  was  signed  by  them  and  witnessed  by  him ;  but  he 
died  before  the  trial.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  note 
and  indorsements : — 

"  £300.'^ 

"  On  demand  we  do  hereby  jointly  and  severally  promise 
to  pay  to  Mr.  John  Evans,  of  Altycadno,  or  order,  the  sum 
of  three  hundred  pounds,  with  lawful  interest  for  the 
same.  Value  received.  As  witness  our  hands  this  27th 
day  of  December,  1827. 

(Signed)  Evan  Humphreys, 

Witness,  Of  Coed,  Llandifilog. 

Thomas  Jones,  W.  Davies,  Mamaurge. 

Attorney,  Caermarthen.  John  Humphreys." 


Indorsed. 

"  The  principal  money  or  sum  of  three  hundred  pounds 
is  not  to  be  called  in,  or  recovered,  or  paid  up,  unless  six 
months'  previous  notice  is  given  of  th€  intention  of  so 
doing  in  writing. 

"  Received  one  year's  interest,  paid  to  the  27th  of  De- 
cember, 1829.'' 
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"1831,  December  31. — Received  of  Mr.  William  Davies  E^cch,  oj  PUas, 
the  sum  of  two  hundred  and  eighty  pounds,  on  account  of     ^   ^^*   ^ 
the  within  note,  the  £300  having  been  originally  advanced       Davies 
io  Mr.  Evan  Humphreys.  Humphreti. 

Witness,  John  Evans. 

Thomas  Jones. 

"June  5, 1832 — Received  on  account  of  this  note  £20. 

John  I^vans. 

"Received  11th  of  July,  1832,  of  Mr.  William  Davies, 

8/.  109.  of  account  of  note  and  interest,  which  I  hold  of 
him, 

John  Evans. 

"  Received  also,  this  29th  of  August,  1832,  10/.  lOs. 
Altycadno.  John  Evans. 

"January  12th,  1833.— Received  this  day  of  Mr.  William 

Davies,  the  sum  of  £11,  which,  with  the  sum  of  £ 

before  paid  by  him  to  me,  is  the  balance  of  principal  and 
interest  on  this  note. 

Witness,  John  Evans. 

Lewis  Morris,  Attorney,  Caermarthen.^' 

No  evidence  was  given  of  the  payee's  applying  to  the 
defendant  or  to  John  Humphreys  for  payment,  but  it  was 
proved  that  he  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff made  the  payments,  the  receipts  for  which  were  in- 
dorsed on  the  note,  on  the  respective  days  stated  in  those 
receipts.  It  also  appeared  that  those  receipts  respectively 
^ere  signed  by  the  payee,  and  that  he  died  before  the 
trial. 

The  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  note 
^as  paid  by  the  plaintiff  more  than  six  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  with  the  exception  of  £30, 
vhich  was  paid  within  that  period. 

Two  grounds  of  defence  were  relied  upon  at  the  trial : — 
^st,  that  the  respective  payments  were  made  by  the  plain- 
tf  as  a  gift  to  his  son-in-law,  and  not  as  a  loan ;  and. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUas,  2ndl7^  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  a  bar  to  all 

^  *   -    except  the  j£30.    The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to 

Daties       gay  whether  the  transaction  was  a  gift  or  a  loan;  and  told 

Vm 

Humphreys,  them  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  statute  barred  all  but  the 
sum  paid  within  the  six  years;  but  should  they  be  of 
opinion  that  it  was  a  loan,  he  would  reserve  leave  to  the 
plaintiff  to  move  to  increase  the  damages  from  £80  to 
£300,  in  case  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was 
wrong  in  point  of  law.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  £80.  In  Easter  Term,  1839,  ChiUon  obtained 
a  rule  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved. 

In  the  action  by  the  same  plaintiff  against  John  Hunt- 
phreys,  which  was  also  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated,  the  pleas 
were  the  same  as  in  the  other  action,  viz.  non  assumpsit, 
and  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  In  this  action,  however, 
the  plaintiff,  by  his  particulars  of  demand,  stated  that  he 
brought  his  action  to  recover  £165,  being  the  half  of 
£330,  which  he  was  obliged  to  pay  as  principal  and  inter> 
est  due  on  a  promissory  note  for  £300,  dated  the  27th  (d 
December,  1827,  and  made  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
and  one  Evan  Humphreys,  but  signed  by  the  pUmUiffmid 
the  defendant  as  sureties  for  the  said  Evan  Humphreys;  and 
towards  the  payment  of  which  said  sum  of  £330^  so  paid 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  as  such  co-surety,  was 
liable  to  contribute  one  moiety. 

On  the  trial  of  this  cause,  at  the  same  assizes,  the  facts 
of  the  case  appeared  to  be  the  same  as  those  detailed  in 
the  preceding  case  against  Evan  Humphreys,  except  that 
Evan  Humphreys  was  himself  called  as  a  witness  for  the 
now  defendant,  and  stated  that  the  money  was  borrowed  of 
Evans,  of  Alt-y-Cadno,  at  the  plaintiff's  request^  for  his 
daughter,  and  to  enable  the  witness  (her  husband)  to  pay 
his  father  for  the  stock  of  the  farm  left  at  Coed.  It  was 
objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  signed  the  note  as  eo- 
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imetf  with  the  defendant^  aa  ttated  in  the  perticuhrs  of  Eteh.  of  puas, 

demand,  eioept  the  indoraement  on  the   note  that  the     ^  ^^^'   . 

Boaqr  waa  originally  advanced  to  Evan  Humphreysj  and       Dayiu 

that  that  indoraement  was  inadmissible  for  that  purpose,    uvurunnru. 

The  learned  Jndge  overruled  the  objection^  but  gave  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  should  the 
Court  above  be  of  a  different  opinion.  The  questions  left 
bjrhim  to  the  jury  were:  Ist,  Were  the  plaintiff  and  defend* 
ant  co-soretiea  with  Evan  Humphreys,  or  was  the  plaintiff 
aprinc^al?  and,  2ndly,  Waa  the  money  advanced  by  the 
plaintiff  aa  a  gift,  or  advanced  on  his  credit  by  way  of 
losn?  and  he  told  them  that  he  thought  the  Statute  of 
Tsmitationa  precluded  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  more 
than  i616,  a  moiety  of  the  sum  paid  by  him  within  the 
fix  yeara  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  In 
aaswer  to  the  first  question,  the  jury  said  that  they  thought 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  co-sureties ;  and  to  the 
aeoond,  that  the  money  waa  advanced  as  a  loan  only;  and 
their  verdict  was  accordingly  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  da- 
mages jS16  ;  the  learned  Judge  giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to 
inoease  the  verdict,  either  to  £S0  or  j£150,  if  the  Court 
above  ahould  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
either  of  those  sums. 

In  Easter  Term  last,  E.  V.  Williams,  and  Chilton,  ob- 
tamed  cross  rules,  the  former  for  a  nonsuit,  and  the  latter 
to  increase  the  damages  to  j£80  or  £150. 

In  Trinity  Term,  cause  was  shewn  against  the  rule  for  a 
nonsuit  by 


and  Evan$,  for  the  plaintiff. — There  was  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant John  Humphreys  were  co-sureties.  The  indorse- 
ment, which  was  put  in  and  was  not  objected  to,  was 
endenoe  of  the  fact  therein  stated,  that  is  to  say, 
of  ''  the  j£300  having  been  originally  advanced  to  Mr. 
Snn  Humphreys.''    It  will  be  said  on  the  other  side,  that 
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Reck,  of  Pleas,  although  that  indorsement  was  evidence  of  the  payment 
w   ^      .     of  the  £280^  yet  it  was  not  eyidence  to  shew  to  whom 
Davies        the  £300  was  originally  advanced:  but  the  cases  shew  that 
HuMPHRETs.    where  an  entry  of  this  sort  is  admissible  at  all,  it  is  admis- 
sible for  all  purposes^  to  prove  the  facts  stated  in  such 
entry :   1  Phillips  on  Evidence,  last  edit.,  849.     By  this 
indorsement,  the  party  acknowledges  payment  of  the  sum 
of  £280,  and  says  '^  it  is  Evan  Humphreys  to  whom  I  lent 
the  money/'  that  is  a  fact  peculiarly  within  his  know- 
ledge, made  by  a  person  having  no  interest  to  misrepresent, 
and  being  a  declaration  against  his  interest,  is  therefore 
admissible  in  evidence  alter  his  death.     If  he  Itad  given 
time  to  Evan  Humphreys  after  that,  he  would  have  lost  hit 
remedy  against  the  two  others.    In  Gleadow  v.  AtHn  (a), 
it  was  held  that  an  indorsement  upon  a  bond  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  obligee,  which  appeared  to  have  been  made 
at  or  about  the  time  when  the  bond  was  executed,  but 
which  was  not  proved  to  have  been  ever  seen  by  the 
obligor,  stating  that  the  bond  was  given  to  the  obligee  in 
trust  for  a  third  person,  was  admissible  in  evidence  to  con- 
nect the  payments  of  interest  with  the  bond,  the  bond  being 
upwards  of  twenty  years  old,'  but  the  payments  having  been 
made  within  twenty  years  by  the  obligor  to  the  third  per- 
son.    So,  in  Higham  v.  Ridgway  (6),  it  was  held  that  an 
entry  made  by  an  accoucheur  in  his  book,  of  his  having 
delivered  a  woman  of  a  child  on  a  certain  day,  the  charge 
for  which  was  marked  "  paid/'  was  admissible  evidence  of 
the  birth  of  the  child  on  that  day,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue 
as  to  his  age,  at  the  time  of  his  afterwards  suffering  a 
recovery.     These   decisions   are   on    the  principle,    that 
the    entry  being  against  the  interest  of  the  writer   in 
one  respect,  it  stamps  the  whole  with  validity.     If  this 
were  not  so,  the  entry  in  the  case  of  Higham  v.  Ridg^ 
way  would  have  been  merely  proof  of  the  money  hav- 

(ci)   1  Cr.  &  M.  110.  (6)  10  East,  120. 
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ing  been  paid ;  but  it  was  held  admissible  to  prove  the  Exek.  of  Pkas, 
age  of  the  child.     It  was  there  a  perfect  matter  of  indif-     ^     ^'  . 
ference  to  the  accoucheur  on  what,  day  the  child  was  bom.        Davieb 
The  mere  fact  of  payment  was  not  the  object  of  the  inquiry.    Humpureys. 
\Aiikr9onj  B. — It  appears  once  to  have  been  doubted^ 
vhether  the  entry  must  not  have  been  made  by  a  person 
vho,  if  alive,  could  have  been  examined  as  a  witness  at  the 
trial]    That  does  not  appear  to  have  been  necessary,  firom 
what  is  said  by  Bayley,  B.,  in  Gleadow  v.  Atkin,  as  to  the 
note  he  had  made  of  Roe  v.  Rawlings  {a),  and  Hiffham  v. 
Kdgway.     He  says — "  My  entry  of  the  case  of  Roe  v. 
SoDtings,  in  my  own  note-book,  was^  that  the  declaration 
of  a  person  who  has  peculiarly  the  means  of  knowing  a 
f^,  and  has  no  interest  in  mistaking  it,  is  admissible 
>fter  his  death  to  prove  that  fact,  and  a  fortiori  it  would 
be  admissible  if  the  fact  were  against  his  interest.'^   And 
tfter  stating  his  entry  of  the  case  of  Hiffham  v.  Ridgway, 
be  adds,  *'  There  is  not  one  single  syllable  in  that  entry  as 
to  the  qualification  that  he  could  be  examined  in  his  life- 
time.^'    It  appears,  indeed,  to  have  been  doubted  whe- 
ther the  ingredient  of  the  entry  being  against  the  interest 
of  the  party  making  it^  was  necessary  in  order  to  render  it 
admissible.     In  Phill.  on  Evidence,  8th  edit.,  308,  it  is 
^  ''in  some  cases  the  Courts  appear  to  have  considered 
dedarations  to  be  admissible,  without  proof  that  the  party 
^i^aking  them  had  any  actually  existing  interest  which 
^^  be  lessened  or  endangered  ;*'  and  Barker  v.  Ray  (A) 
^  referred  to,  where  the  cases  are  collected.     In  Doe  v. 
^^oitofi  (c),  entries  of  charges  made  by  an  attorney  in  his 
^ks^   shewing  the  time  when   a  lease  prepared  for  a 
©Kent  of  his  was  executed,  which  charges  were  shewn  to 
^▼e  been  paid,  were  held  to  be  evidence,  after  the  attor- 
ns death,  that  the  lease  was  prepared  subsequently  to 
^be  time  it  bore  date.    Lord  EUenborough  puts  it  upon  the 

t«)  7  East,  279.  {h)  2  Russ.  67,  n.  (c)  15  5aat,  32. 
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Eitek.  rf f^fUf  ground  of  there  being  '^  a  total  absence  of  interest  in  tiie 

party  making  the  entries  to  penrert  the  &cty  and,  at  the 


1840. 


Datibb       same  time,  a  competency  to  know  it; 

HUMPUSSTl. 


iJ 


E.  V.  WUHafM  and  Nichott,  contriL — ^AJthoogh  the  in- 
dorsement on  the  note  was  good  evidence  of  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  £2fiO,  it  was  not  evidence  to  shew  for  whom 
the  money  was  originally  advanced.  Where  an  entry  na- 
turally states  that  which  is  necessary  and  germane  to  the 
purpose  for  which  the  entry  is  made,  by  a  party  charging 
himself  with  the  receipt  of  money,  the  whole  may  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence;  but  this  is  not  so.  It  is  the  statement  of 
an  entirely  independent  matter,  not  at  all  connected  witii 
the  other  fact  before  stated,  namely,  the  payment  of  the 
j£280.  This,  in  several  respects,  does  not  come  within 
the  rules  as  to  the  admissibility  of  entries  of  this  nature* 
The  lender  has  not  necessarily  any  peculiar  means  of 
knowledge  for  whom  the  money  was  advanced,  though  the 
borrower  has.  Neither  was  it  necessarily  against  his  inte- 
rest, as  he  might  have  thought  Evan  Humphreys  was  a 
more  substantial  and  responsible  person.  [Mmile,  B.— 
He  had  a  right  to  treat  them  all  as  principals^  but  he 
chooses  to  say,  I  have  that  right  against  one  only.]  At 
all  events,  it  is  not  dear  that  it  was  against  his  interest, 
and,  if  so,  it  is  not  admissible :  Cumbers  v.  Benui$com  (a). 
In  that  case  a  sheriff's  officer  sent  a  written  memorandum 
to  the  sheriff's  office,  stating  that  he  had  arrested  A.  fi- 
at a  certain  place,  which  return  was  filed  at  the  sheriff '» 
office,  and,  the  officer  being  dead,  was  received  in  evidepce» 
to  prove  the  place  of  the  arrest,  in  an  action  between  A.  B^ 
and  a  third  party ;  but  this  Court  granted  a  new  trial,  in- 
timating  a  strong  opinion  that  such  return  waa  not  evi- 
dence of  the  place  of  the  arrest.  Bayley,  J.,  there  sayi^ 
"  The  principle  acted  upon  in  the  cases  of  Doe  v.  Bobton, 

(a)lCr.&J.451. 
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B^kam  Y.  Bidgway,  and  MkbUeton  v.  Melian  {a),  waa^  that  E*^-  of  PUas, 
ftwis  against  the  interest  of  the  party  to  make  the  state-     ^  ^^'  ^ 
neat  at  the  time  of  making  it.''  The  cause  was  afterwards       Datibs 
tried  again^  when  Lord  Lyndhurst  refdsed  to  receive  the    Humpheeti. 
endence,  and  a  writ  of  error  having  been  brought  on  a 
bfll  of  exo^tionsj  it  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Exche- 
qaer  CSiamber  {b),  that  the  memorandum  was  not  admis- 
flble  to  prove  the  place  of  arrest^  on  the  ground  that^ 
^whatever  effect  may  be  due  to  an  entry  made  in  the 
eoozae  of  any  ofltee  reporting  £eusts  necessary  to  the  per- 
ftimance  of  a  duty,  the  statement  of  other  circumstances, 
howefer  naturally  they  may  be  thought  to  find  a  place  in 
the  narraUve,  is  no  proof  of  those  circumstances/'    In  the 
of  Rudd  V.  TFrijfhi  [c),  it  was  said  by  Lord  Lynd- 
{d),  **  that  it  did  not  follow,  because  a  document  is 
reeei?ed  in  evidence,  in  which  there  are  entries  against  the 
interest  of  a  party,  that  therefore  collateral  and  indepen- 
dent matter,  which  is  not  a  necessary  part  of  such  entries, 
oi^t  to  be  received."    That  applies  to  the  present  case ; 
for  the  statement  of  the  party  as  to  whom  the  £300  was 
originally  advanced,  is  totally  collateral  and  independent 
cf  the  former  part  of  the  entry,  and  has  no  connexion 
WI&  the  statement  of  the  payment  of  the  j£280,  and  is 
in  no  respect  a  necessary  part  of  such  entry.    It  therefore 
wu  not  evidence  of  the  hct  so  stated. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

In  the  Vacation  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  cause  was 
ihewn  against  the  rule  to  increase  the  damages  in  both 
vtions,  by 

£.  V.  WilUams  and  NichoU,  for  the  defendant.— The 


(o)  10  a  &  C.  317.  (c)  1  PhUl.  on    Evidence,  8th 

W  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  347.  edit,  328. 

(d)  Id.  368. 
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Bxck,  of  PUas,  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  money  which  has 

•   ^     not  been  advanced  by  him  within  six  years  previous  to  the 

Davies       commencement  of  the  action.     Firsts   as  to  the  action 

HuMPHRBTs.  against  the  co-snrety.  As  soon  as  a  co-surety  is  com- 
pelled to  pay  any  part  of  the  debt,  an  action  on  an  implied 
assumpsit  arises  to  him,  to  recover  &om  his  co-surety  con- 
tribution to  the  amount  of  one-half  of  the  money  he  has 
so  been  compelled  to  pay;  and  if  that  right  be  not  enforced 
within  six  years,  it  will  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations. The  case  of  Craythome  v.  Swinburne  {a)  is  a  lead- 
ing authority  on  the  subject  of  contribution.  There  Lord 
Eldon  says,  *'  It  has  been  long  settled,  that  if  there  are 
co-sureties  by  the  same  instrument,  and  the  creditor  calk 
upon  either  of  them  to  pay  the  principal  debt,  or  any  part 
of  it,  that  surety  has  a  right  in  this  Court,  either  upon  a 
principle  of  equity  or  upon  contract,  to  call  upon  his  co- 
surety for  contribution;  and  I  think  that  right  is  pro- 
perly enough  stated,  as  depending  rather  upon  a  princi- 
ple of  equity  than  upon  contract;  unless  in  this  sense, 
that  the  principle  of  equity  being  in  its  operation  esta- 
blished, a  contract  may  be  inferred  upon  the  implied 
knowledge  of  that  principle  by  all  persons ;  and  it  must 
be  upon  such  a  ground  of  implied  assumpsit,  that  in  mo- 
dem times  Courts  of  law  have  assumed  a  jurisdiction  upon 
this  subject,  a  jurisdiction  convenient  enough  in  a  case 
simple  and  uncomplicated,  but  attended  with  great  diflS- 
culty  where  the  sureties  are  numerous,  especially  since  it 
has  been  held,  that  separate  actions  may  be  brought 
against  the  different  sureties  for  their  respective  quotas 
and  proportions:*'  referring  to  Cowell  v.  Edwards  (6), 
where  it  was  so  held  by  the  Court  of  Conmion  Pleas,  of 
which  Lord  Eldon  was  at  the  time  Chief  Justice.  The 
same  point  had  also  been  determined  in  Deering  v.  77ie  Earl 
of  Winchelsea  (c),  which  was  cited  in  Cowell  v.  Edwards, 

(a)  14  Vcs.  164.  {b)  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  268. 

(c)  Id.  270. 
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Perliaps  Sladtfs  case  {a)  may  be  cited^  to  shew  that  an  action  Exeh.  <^  pua*. 
of  debt  cannot  be  maintained  on  a  contract  to  pay  money     ^   ^      ^ 
bf  instalments  on  different  days,  before  the  last  day  has        Davies 
opired — which  was  confirmed  by  Budder  v.  Price  {b) ;  but    Humphreys. 
tfaat  only  applies  to  an  action  of  debt^  and  the  case  of 
Cooke  V.  Whorwood  (c)  shews  that  that  doctrine  does  not 
extend  to  an  action  of  assumpsit.  As  soon  as  the  co-surety 
pays  any  part  of  the  debt,  an  implied  assumpsit  arises,  and 
tlie  co-surety  may  bring  his  action  to  recover  a  moiety  of 
the  sum  so  paid.    [Parke^  B. — Do  you  say  that  a  co-siircty 
could  sue  before  he  has  paid  more  than  his  own  moiety?] 
Tes;  the  proposition  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Craythome  v.  Sunn- 
Imrne  is,  that  if  the  creditor  calls  upon  either  of  them  to 
pay  the  principal  debt,  or  any  part  of  it,  the  surety  has  a 
Tight  to  call  upon  his  co-surety  for  contribution.     He  en- 
ten  into  a  contract  to  pay  his  moiety  of  any  sum  that  the 
other  shall  be  called  upon  to  pay,  and  if  he  does  not  do  so 
he  breaks  his  contract.  The  principle  is  not  that  the  siurety 
is  to  wait  until  he  has  paid  the  whole,  or  at  least  more 
than  his  own  moiety,  but  that  he  may  sue  as  soon  as  he 
psj8  anything.    Suppose  a  co-surety  to  pay  all  but  a 
smaU  firaction,  and  become  bankrupt,  or  die  insolvent; 
coold  not  his  assignees  or  executors  bring  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  a  contribution  in  respect  of  what  he  had 
piid  before  his  bankruptcy  or  death?      Secondly,  with 
respect  to  the  action  against  the  principal,  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  as  soon  as  the  surety  pays  any  part  of  the  debt, 
aright  of  action  upon  an  implied  assumpsit  arises  to  him, 
to  recover  the  amount  he  has  been  so  called  upon  to  pay. 
As  soon  as  the  plaintiff  paid  any  money  on  account  of  the 
principal,  a  cause  of  action  arose.    Then,  if  so,  the  Statute 
of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  all  that  was  paid  beyond  the 
«tt  years. — Rothery  v.  Munnings  (rf)    was  also   cited    to 
Aew  that  the  payments  within  the  six  years  did  not  take 
the  rest  out  of  the  statute. 

(a)  4  Rep.  94  b.  (c)  1  H.  Bl.  547. 

(6)  2  Sairnd.  337.  {,d)  1  B.  &  Ad.  15. 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  CMUtm  and  Evans,  contrH. — ^The  observatiaiis  of  Lord 
.  ^^^'  .  Eldon,  which  have  been  cited^  are  only  a  dictnnij  not  ap- 
Davieb  plicable  to  any  difficulty  in  the  case  then  hekate  him ;  nor^ 
HuMPHRBTi.  in  using  the  expression  '^  any  part  of  the  debV'  did  he  oon* 
template  the  case  where  less  than  one  half  had  been  paid 
by  the  co-snrety.  The  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  bring  an 
action  until  the  whole  amount  was  paid^  and  at  all  e?ents 
he  was  not  bound  to  do  so.  The  right  of  action  in  respect 
of  each  payment  is  kept  alive  as  long  as  the  instrument  or 
security^  in  respect  of  which  it  is  paid^  is  kept  aHve.  As 
long  as  the  note  itself  is  kept  alive,  the  various  liabilities  that 
arise  upon  it  are  kept  alive  also.  It  is  admitted  on  the  other 
side  that  an  action  of  debt  could  not  be  maintained  until 
the  whole  sum  were  paid^and  there  is  no  reason  why  a  di£Eb^ 
ent  rule  should  prevail  in  assumpsit.  A  Court  of  law  must 
look  at  the  true  meaning  and  intention  of  the  oontract,  and 
it  can  never  be  assumed,  that  the  surety  intended  to  maika 
himself  liable  to  an  action  on  the  payment  of  every  iE5  to* 
wards  satis£BM^on  of  the  debt.  The  plaintiff  was  not  bound 
to  bring  his  action  until  he  had  paid  the  whole  amount^ 
and  was  enabled  to  produce  the  security  given  for  it.  The 
payment  by  the  surety  must  be  taken  to  have  been  by 
compulsion  of  law,  and  he  was  not  by  law  compellaUe  to 
pay  less  than  the  whole  amount,  as  no  action  oould  be 
maintained  on  the  note  for  less  than  the  full  amount. 
The  Statute  of  Limitations  was  therefore  no  bar,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  to  the  full  amount  in  tlie 
one  action,  and  a  moiety  in  the  other.  With  respect  to  the 
£80,  which  was  paid  within  the  six  years,  the  whole  of  thaib 
was  clearly  paid  for  the  co-surety,  as  the  plaintiff  had  paidL 
much  more  than  his  share  before. 


In  Michaelmas  T^m  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
delivered  by — 


Parke,  B.  —In  these  ^ases  actions  were  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  one  of  the  makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promii- 
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mry  note,  dated  the  37th  of  December,  1827^  for  the  sum  Rxeh.  of  pieat, 
rf  i£800,  with  interest,   to  recoyer  from  the  two  other    ^   ^^^'  . 
miken,  E^an  Hmnphr^s  and  John  Humphreys,  a  part        Davibs 
cf  the  money  paid  by  him  to  the  payee,  he  having  paid  the   HuMPHRSTt. 
whole.    In  the  action  against  Evan  Humphreys,  the  plain- 
tiff daimed  the  whole,  alleging  that  the  defendant  was 
the  principal  debtor.    Against  the  defendant  John  Hum- 
phreys, he  claimed  a  moiety  of  what  he  had  paid,  alleging 
that  the  defendant  was  a  co-surety.    There  were  two 
pleas, — ^non  assnmpsit,  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  and 
on  the  trial  at  the  Spring  Assizes,  before  my  Brother 
Cokri4lfe,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  whole 
of  tiie  debt  and  interest,  of  which  the  sum  of  £80  only 
WM  paid  within  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
not,  the  residue  haying  been  discharged  before.    For  this 
nm  the  plaintiff  recovered  against  Evan   Humphreys, 
lesve  being  reserved  by  the  learned  Judge  to  move  to 
inerasae  tiie  amount  to  the  whole  sum  paid ;  against  John 
Humphreys,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  moiety  of  £30,  and 
Fcnniasion  was  also  given  to  move  to  increase  that  verdict. 
In  the  latter  action,  an  objection  was  taken  on  the  trial, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  confined,  by  the  particulars  of  his 
demand,  to  a  daim  against  the  defendant  as  co-surety, 
tod  that  on  the  evidence  there  was  no  proof  of  his  being  a 
co-auefy.    To  obviate  this  objection  the  plaintiff  relied  on 
^imipt,  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  note  by  the  payee 
(imoe  deceased),  aeknowledging  the  payment  by  the  phdn- 
tf  of  £280,  on  account  of  the  £800,  ''  the  £300  having 
^^'iginally  been  advanced  to  Evan  Humphreys.^' 

It  waa  objected,  that  this  receipt  was  inadmissible 
'^  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  money  was  so  ad- 
^ced ;  but  the  learned  Judge  received  it,  reserving  liberty 
^  ^ove  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Rules  were  granted  on  both 
^^^.  These  several  points  were  discussed  at  the  sittings 
^^W  last  term,  befoore  my  Brothers  Akkrson,  Gvmey, 
^€mle,  and  myself,  and  time  was  taken  bjr  the  Court  to 
^^^^der  them.    It  will  be  most  convenient  first  to  dispose 
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Etek.  of  Pieoi,  of  the  last  question.    That  the  receipt  was  evidence  of  the 

^     fact  of  the  payment  which  it  admitted,  in  every  case  in 

Daties        which  the  proof  of  payment  would  be  relevant,  was  not 

HuMPHREYt.  disputed ;  but  it  was  denied  that  the  whole  entry  would 
be  admissible  to  shew  that  the  j£300  was  advanced  to 
Evan  Humphreys :  and  certainly  if  this  point  were  now> 
for  the  first  time,  to  be  decided,  it  would  seem  more  rea* 
«onable  to  hold  that  the  memorandum  of  a  receipt  of  pay- 
ment was  admissible  only  to  the  extent  of  proving  that  a 
payment  had  been  made,  and  the  account  on  which  it  had 
been  made,  and  that  it  would  have  the  same  effect  only 
that  proof  by  parol  of  like  payment  would  have  had.  In 
the  case  of  stewards'  books,  the  receipts  of  money,  as  rent, 
would  be  equivalent  to  the  proof  of  payment  of  money  as 
rent,  and  establish  the  title  of  the  person  receiving  it,  and 
the  like.  But  the  authorities  have  gone  beyond  that  limit, 
and  the  entry  of  a  payment  against  the  interest  of  thd 
party  n^iking  it,  has  been  held  to  have  the  effect  of  prov- 
ing the  truth  of  other  statements  contained  in  the  same 
entry,  and  connected  with  it;  as  in  the  case  of  Higham  v. 
Bidgway  (a),  where  the  memorandum  of  the  payment  of 
the  midwife's  charge  for  attending  a  birth  was  held  to  be 
evidence  of  the  date  of  the  birth;  and  Doe  v.  jRoAmmi  (b), 
where  the  entry  of  charges  paid  for  a  lease,  as  drawn  on  a 
certain  day,  was  held  to  be  evidence  that  the  lease  was  so 
drawn,  which  the  proof  by  an  eye-witness  of  the  same  pay- 
ment, on  account  of  such  charges,  would  not  have  been; 
and  there  are  other  cases  to  the  same  effect.  Without 
overruling  these  cases,  (and  we  do  not  feel  ourselves  autho- 
rized  to  do  so),  we  could  not  hold  the  memorandum  in. 
question  not  to  be  admissible  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
whole  statement  in  it,  and  consequently  to  be  evidence^ 
not  merely  that  £280  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
payee,  as  for  a  debt  due  from  Evan  Humphreys  as  princi- 
pal, but  also  of  the  fact  that  the  debt  was  due  from  Evan 

<a)  10  East,  109.  (h)  15  East,  32. 
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Humphreys  to  him.    The  effect  of  the  evidence  was  for  Exch,  of  puas, 
the  jury,  to  whom  the  question  was  properly  left  on  this     ^   ^      . 
and  the  parol  testimony  in  the  cause^  whether  he  was  the       Davies. 
principal  debtor  or  not ;  and  no  fault  is  found  with  their    Humphreys. 
verdict.    The  rule,  therefore,  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  dis- 
charged.    On  the  other  hand,  the  rule  for  increasing  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  against  Evan  Humphreys,  the  prin- 
pal,  must  also  be  discharged;  for  it  is  clear  that  each  sum 
the  plaintiff,  the  surety,  paid,  was  paid  in  ease  of  the  prin- 
cipal, and  ought  to  have  been  paid  in  the  first  instance  .by 
him,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  action  against 
him  the  instant  he  paid  it,  for  so  much  money  paid  to  his 
Me.    However  convenient  it  might  be  to  limit  the  num- 
ber of  actions  in  respect  of  one  suretyship,  there  is  no 
nik  of  law  which  requires  the  surety  to  pay  the  whole 
^  before  he  can  call  for  reimbursement.    The  conse- 
^QCQce  is,  that  the  plaintifP^s  right  of  action  against  the 
principal  must  be  limited  to  the  fuU  amount  of  all  the 
payments  within  six  years,  and  this  being  the  amoimt  for 
^"U  the  verdict  was  taken,  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict 
^  a  larger  sum  must  be  discharged.    Against  the  co- 
"wety  the  case  is  different — ^the  Court  wiD  give  it  further 
consideration. 

And  now,  in  this  Term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  on 
tt^c  remaining  point  in  the  action  against  John  Hum- 
P'^'eyB,  the  surety,  was  delivered  by 

I^ARKE,  B. — ^This  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against 

"*^  defendant,  his  co-surety  on  a  promissory  note,  dated 

*^  27th  of  October,  1827,  for  the  sum  of  £300,  with  in- 

^"^t,  to  recover  a  moiety  of  the  whole  amount  which  he 

^4  paid  to  the  payee.     A  rule  granted  in  this  case,  as 

^  as  one  which  was  granted  in  another  action  on  the 

^^e  note  against  the  principal,  was  argued  in  the  Sit- 

^^ga  after  Trinity  Term.     In  the  course  of  the  last  Term, 

VOL.  VI.  N  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  the  CouTt  disposed  of  the  rale  in  the  hitter  action^  and 
'   ^    one  of  the  questions  in  this ;  having  reserved  for  fnrther 
Davies       consideration  the  question,  at  what  time  the  right  of  one 
HuMPHRETB.   co-surety  to  sue  the  other  for  contribution  arises. 

This  right  is  founded  not  originally  upon  contract,  but 
upon  a  principle  of  equity,  though  it  is  now  established  to 
be  the  foundation  of  an  action,  as  appears  by  the  cases  of 
Cawell  v.  Edwarck  (a),  and  Craythome  y.  Swmbume  {b) ; 
though  Lord  Eldon  has,  and  not  without  reason,  inti- 
mated some  regret  that  the  Courts  of  law  have  assumed 
a  jurisdiction  on  this  subject,  on  account  of  the  difBculties 
in  doing  full  justice  between  the  parties.    What  then  is 
the  nature  of  the  equity  upon  which  the  right  of  action 
depends  ?    Is  it  that  when  one  surety  has  paid  any  part 
of  the  debt,  he  shall  have  a  right  to  call  on  his  co-surety  or 
co-sureties  to  bear  a  proportion  of  the  burthen,  or  that, 
when  he  has  paid  more  than  his  share,  he  shall  have  a 
right  to  be  reimbursed  whatever  he  has  paid  bqrond  it? 
or  must  the  whole  of  the  debt  be  paid  by  him  or  some  one 
liable,  before  he  has  a  right  to  sue  for  contribution  at  all? 
We  are  not  without  authority  on  this  subject,  and  it  is  in 
favour  of  the  second  of  these  propositions.    Lord  Eldon,  in 
the  case  of  Ex  parte  Gifford  (a),  states,  that  sureties  stand. 
with  regard  to  each  other  in  a  relation  which  gives  ris^ 
to  this  right  amongst  others,  that  if  one  pays  more  than  kim 
proportion,  there  shall  be  a  contribution  for  a  proportioca. 
of  the  excess  beyond  the  proportion  which,  in  all  eventm^ 
he  is  to  pay :  and  he  expressly  says,   "  that  unless  on.c 
surety  should  pay  more  than  his  moiety,  he  would  no' 
pay  enough  to  bring  an  assumpsit  against  the  other —^ 
And  this  appears  to  us  to  be  very  reasonable:  for,  if* 
surety  pays  a  part  of  the  debt  only,  and  less  than 
moiety,  he  cannot  be  entitled  to  call  on  his  co-surety,  iv 


(a)  2  B.  &  P.  2(39.  (b)  14  Ves.  164. 

(c)  6  Ve«.  805. 


■\ 
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m^t  himself  subsequently  pay  an  equal  or  greater  por-  Eteh,  «/  puas, 
tionoftliedebt;  in  the  former  of  which  cases^  such  co-     ^  ^      . 
mmtf  would  have  no  contribution  to  pay^  and  in  the  lat-        Davies 

Mm 

ter  lie  would  have  one  to  receive.    In  truth,  therefore,    Humpbrets. 

unto  the  one  has  paid  more  than  his  proportion,  either  of 

ibe  whole  debt,  or  of  that  part  of  the  debt  which  remains 

mftid  by  the  principal,  it  is  not  clear  that  he  ever  will 

be  entitled  to  demand  anything  firom  the  other;  and  be- 

bte  that,  he  has  no  equity  to  receive  a  contribution,  and 

emseqaently  no  right  of  action,  which  is  founded  on  the 

equity  to  receive  it.    Thus,  if  the  siirety,  more  than  six 

years  before  the  action,  have  paid  a  portion  of  the  debt, 

and  the  principal  has  paid  the  residue  within  six  years, 

Ae  Statute  of  Limitations  will  not  run  from  the  payment 

by  the  surety,  but  from  the  payment  of  the  residue  by  the 

principal,  for  until  the  latter  date  it  does  not  appear  that 

Uie  surety  has  paid  more  than  his  share.    The  practical 

tdfsntage  of  the  role  above  stated  is  considerable,  as  it 

VQQld  tend  to  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  to  a  great  incon- 

lenience,  if  each  surety  might  sue  all  the  others  for  a  rata- 

Ue  proportion  of  what  he  had  paid,  the  instant  he  had 

piid  any  part  of  the  debt.    But,  whenever  it  appears  that 

one  has  paid  more  than  his  proportion  of  what  the  sureties 

^  ever  be  called  upon  to  pay,  then,  and  not  till  then,  it  is 

^  dear  that  such  part  ought  to  be  repaid  by  the  others, 

^Hd  the  action  will  lie  for  it.     It  might,  indeed,  be  more 

Qcmvenient  to  require  that  the  whole  amount  should  be 

Settled  before  the  sureties  should  be  permitted  to  call 

^^pon  each  other,  in  order  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits ; 

^ikdeed,  convenience  seems  to  require  that  Courts  of  equity 

^kme  should  deal  with  the  subject ;  but  the  right  of  action 

curing  been  once  established,  it  seems  clear  that  when  a 

•wety  has  paid  more  than  his  share,  every  such  payment 

ought  to  be  reimbursed  by  those  who  have  not  paid  theirs, 

^  Older  to  place  him  on  the  same  footing.     If  we  adopt 

^Tole,  the  residt  will  be,  that  here,  the  whole  of  what 

N  2 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  the  plaintiff  has  paid  within  six  years  will  be  recove 

'  ^     against  the  defendant^  as  the  plaintiff  had  paid  more 

Davies        his  moiety  in  the  year  1831 ;  and  consequently  the 

Humphreys,    most  be  absolute  to  increase  the  amount  of  the  yc 

from  £15  to  £30. 

Rules  according 


Williams  and  Another^  Assignees  of  William  Bev 

Bankrupt^  v.  Williams. 

In  an  action  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received  by  tb 
alrignecs^o/a  *  fcudant  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  sine 
bankrupt  for       bankruptcy.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

money  had  and  ,  , 

received  to  The  cause  was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Br 

wife'oTuie  ^  whcu  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  re< 
bankrupt,  who     ^  g^^^jj  ^f  moucy  which  had  been  paid  by  the  bankrn 

has  not  obtained  "^  r  ^ 

his  certificate,  the  defendant  subsequently  to  the  bankruptcy,  for  ce 

leased  his  as-  malt  Supplied  to  him  before  the  bankruptcy.     In  ord 

a  competent"**'  provo  the  payment  of  the  money  to  the  defendant,  the  j 

witness  to  prove  tiff  called  the  bankrupt's  wife,  (the  bankrupt  hayii 

the  payment  of  ^  ^  .  . 

a  sum  of  money  leased  lus  assignees),  but  it  was  objected  that,  as  thel 
ant  by  the  bank-  rupt  himself  had  not  obtained  his  certificate,  she  w: 
uSkrapt'cy "      incompetent  witness.    The  imder-sheriff,  hoVever,  re< 

the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiffs  obtained  a  verdict. 

Williams  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 

should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  groimd  of  the  inc< 

tency  of  the  witness, 

Chilton  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  not  intended  i 
peach  the  general  rule,  that  the  bankrupt,  befo 
has  obtained  his  certificate,  is  not  a  competent  w 
to  increase  his  estate :  but  where  he  stands  indii 
between  the  parties,  or  the  interest  preponderates  a 
him,  he  is  competent.      Here  there  was  a  release 
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ihaelore  he  had  no  interest  in  the  fund  sought  to  be  re-  Bxek.  of  PUa$, 
ooiered.     \Parke,  B. — You  say  he  has  no  interest  in  the  ^  *   . 

find  because  he  has  released  it,  but  has  he  not  an  interest     Williams 
tint  his  debts  shoidd  be  paid  ?]     Certainly,  if  the  assignees      Williams. 
leoorer,  his  estate  would  be  increased  pro  tanto ;  but  at 
Ike  same  time  the  defendant  would  become  a  creditor 
igsinst  the  bankrupts  estate  to  the  whole  amount.     Nay, 
ke  might  elect  to  proceed  personally  against  the  bankrupt, 
vho  is  not  certificated ;  so  that  in  fact  the  interest  of  the 
bankrupt  is  to  support  the  payment  in  his  own  discharge, 
rather  than  to  defeat  it,  which  exposes  him  to  an  action  at 
the  suit  of  the  defendant.     In  Jourdaine  v.  Lefevre  (a), 
wbich  was  trover  for  a  promissory  note.  Lord  Kenyan  was 
of  opinion  that  the  wife  of  a  bankrupt  was  a  competent 
witness  to  prove  that  the  note  had  been  paid  to  the  de- 
faidants  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  and  it  was  put 
ifon  that  ground,  that  the  defendants  would  be  credi- 
^on  against  the  bankrupt's  estate  to  the  amount  of  the 
^Hite.     It  certainly  does  not  appear  in  that  case  whether 
there  was  a  certificate  or  not ;  but  probably  there  was  none, 
^%  otherwise  it  would  have  been  adverted  to.     Undoubt- 
edly the  soundness  of  that  rule  has  been  questioned  in 
tlie  books  on  Evidence  (b),  but  that  was  not  on  the  ground 
Off  there  being  no  certificate :  and  the  decision  does  not 
Appear  to  have  been  appealed  against  by  any  motion  for  a 
i^ew  trial.     The  case  of  Reed  v.  James  {c)  is  quite  analo- 
So^.    That  was  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
against  a  judgment-creditor  who  had  taken  the  goods  of 
tke bankrupt  in  execution;  and  it  was  held  that  the  bank- 
rupt was  competent  to  prove  that  the  creditor  knew  that 
the  bankrupt  was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  execution. 
It  appears  that  that  case  was  afterwards  moved  in  the  Court 
*bove,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  granted,  but  not  on  the 
pound  of  the  admission  of  the  bankrupt's  evidence,  which 

(a)  1  Esp.  67.  (6)  2  PhiU.  7th  ed.  355,  356;  2  Stork.  134. 

(f)  1  Stork.  N.  P.  C.  134. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  was  not  even  questioned.    It  could  only  haye  been  reoeiTi 
.    ^^      .     on  the  ground  that  he  stood  indifferent.    The  evidence 
Williams      the  bankrupt's  wife  was,  therefore,  properly  received. 

9. 

Williams. 

E.  V^  Williams,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It  is  a  wi 
established  rule  that  a  bankrupt  is  not  a  competent  witnec 
in  an  action  by  his  assignees,  to  increase  his  estate,  unle 
he  has  released  to  his  assignees  his  share  in  the  surph 
and  dividends,  and  also  obtained  his  certificate.  Here  t[ 
general  result  of  the  action,  if  the  plaintiffs  suoceedji 
would  be  to  increase  his  estate ;  for  if  they  did  not  snccee 
the  estate  would  be  so  much  less,  not  only  by  the  loss  c 
the  amoimt  sought  to  be  recovered,  but  by  the  costs  of  th 
action,  and  the  future  effects  of  the  bankrupt  would,  in 
consequence,  be  subject  to  a  greater  liability.  In  Keimei 
V.  Greenwollers  (a),  it  was  held  by  Lord  Kenyan,  that  \ 
bankrupt  who  had  not  paid  15«.  in  the  pound  under  \ 
second  commission,  could  not  be  a  witness  for  the  assignee 
under  that  commission,  although  he  had  obtained  his  cei 
tificate  and  released  his  allowance  and  surplus.  [Parkej  I 
— It  is  not  a  necessary  consequence  that  the  assignees  won] 
be  allowed  the  costs  out  of  the  estate  by  the  commissioner 
Primfi  facie  they  must  pay  them  out  of  their  own  pockets 
Still,  the  immediate  result,  if  the  plaintiffs  recovered,  won] 
be  to  increase  his  estate,  and  to  discharge  his  future  effec 
pro  tanto.  The  nature  of  the  proposed  evidence  cannot  1 
gone  into,  as  the  objection  arises  on  the  voir  dire,  and  as  soc 
as  it  was  found  that  the  witness  was  the  wife  of  the  ban! 
rupt,  she  ought  to  have  been  rejected  as  incompetent. 

Parke,  B. — On  the  whole  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  wi 
ness  was  incompetent,  and  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  ma. 
absolute.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  said  that  the  witness 
incompetent,  inasmuch  as,  being  the  wife  of  the  bankru' 

(a)  Pcukc's  N.  P.  C.  3. 
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ibe  iai  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  result  of  the  suit^  Ejteh.  of  pieai, 
Iwamse,  if  the  plaintiffs  fail,  the  costs  incurred  in  the    ^   ^^^'  ^ 
Ktion  wonld  be  paid  out  of  the  estate^  and  so  diminish  the     Williams 
general  fund,  and  become  a  charge  on  the  estate.    But     Williamb. 
l&it  does  not  appear  to  me  to  constitute  in  law  such  an 
kt&re^t  as  to  render  the  witness  incompetent,  because  it  is 
not  a  certain  necessary  legal  consequence,  in  the  event  of 
tbe  assignees  failing  in  the  action,  that  they  should  be  able 
to  obtain  payment  of  the  costs  out  of  the  estate.    That 
fill  depend  on  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners,  whose 
hty  it  is  to  settle  the  accounts  between  them  and  the  cre- 
ditors, and  to  say  whether  those  costs  ought  or  not  to  be 
iQowed  to  the  assignees  as  a  fair  expenditure  legitimately 
incurred  by  them.    The  main  ground  of  objection,  how- 
ever, is,  that  the  bankrupt  (and  consequently  his  wife),  has 
an  interest  in  the  assignees  recovering  the  amount  claimed, 
and  that  there  not  being  yet  a  definite  surplus,  it  is  not  a 
releasable  interest.     As  the  bankrupt  has  not  yet  obtained 
lais  certificate,  it  is  obvious  that  a  recovery  of  the  money 
dsimed  in  this  case  would  increase  the  fund  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  in  which  fund  he  consequently  has  an 
interest;  so  that,  unless  there  be  some  countervailing  in- 
terest the  other  way,  this  witness  is  incompetent.     But 
then  it  is  said  there  is  such  a  countervailing  interest,  and 
so  I  thought  at  first;  for,  if  the  assignees  recover  the 
amount  claimed,  the  defendant,   being  a  creditor  of  the 
1)ankrupt,  could  sue  the  bankrupt  for  it,  who,  not  haviug 
liis  certificate,  could  not  make  his  bankruptcy  a  defence  to 
the  action.  But  on  consideration,  that  does  not  appear  to  be 
&  result  arising  from  the  present  action,  for  a  verdict  given 
bere  for  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  used  in  an  action  by  the 
creditor  against  the  bankrupt;  it  would  be  res  inter  alios  acta, 
vA  not  receivable  in  evidence  at  all.  The  liability  of  the  wit- 
ness is  not  the  result  of  the  present  action,  nor  is  it  forwarded 
by  the  success  of  the  plaintiffs  in  obtaining  a  verdict  in  it. 
Utliis  money  belonged  to  the  assignees^  no  doubt  the  ere- 
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Williams 

V. 

Williams. 


Exeh.  of  Pleas,  ditor  might  sue  the  bankrupt  for  the  amount^  and  it  would 

be  no  answer  for  the  latter  to  say  he  had  ab*ead7  paid  him, 
for  the  reply  would  be,  that  the  money  which  he  so  paid 
was  the  money  of  the  assignees.  The  case  differs  from  that 
of  a  suit  to  recover  money  paid  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference, inasmuch  as  there,  some  act  to  disaffirm  the  trans- 
action must  be  done  by  the  assignees,  until  which  the  mo- 
ney would  not  belong  to  them.  It  is  not,  however,  neces- 
sary to  pronounce  any  opinion  on  that  point.  As  this  wit- 
ness, therefore,  does  not  stand  indifferent  between  the 
parties,  but  has  an  interest  in  assisting  the  assignees  to 
recover  this  money,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Dand  v.  Kinoscote. 

By  a  deed,  dat-   X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass.    The  declaration  con- 
grantor  convey-  tained  two  counts.    The  first  coimt  charged  the  defendant 

ed  in  fee  farm, 
land  in  the  ma- 
nor of  A.,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland, "  excepting  and  reserved  out  of  the  grant  all  nunes  of 
coab  within  the  fields  and  territories  of  A.  aforesaid,  together  with  sufiBcient  way  leave  and  stayleave 
to  and  from  the  said  mines,  with  liberty  of  sinking  and  digging  pit  and  pits :"  with  a  covenant 
by  the  grantees  that  they,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  "  should  give  such  accustomed  recompense  for 
digging  and  breaking  the  ground  within  A.  aforesaid,  in  which  any  pits  should  thereafter  happem. 
to  be  sunk  and  wrought,  as  formerly  had  been  usually  given  and  allowed  there  in  like  cases.*' 

By  another  deed  of  the  same  date,  the  same  parties  conveyed  in  fee  farm,  to  other  per*- 
sons,  lands  in  the  manor  of  H.  (adjoining  A.)  with  a  like  exception,  reservation,  and  covenant. 

Quare,  whether  under  this  reservation  of  a  "  sufficient  wayleave,"  the  coal-owner  had  now 
a  right  to  make  a  railway,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  coals  from  the  mines  for  shipmenty 
with  cuttings  and  embankments,  and  fenced  in  so  as  to  exclude  the  owner  of  the  soiL 

Held,  however,  that  the  right  was  not  confined  to  such  ways  as  were  in  use  at  the  Ume  of 
the  grant 

Beldf  also,  that  under  the  reservation  of  liberty  of  sinking  pits,  the  right   of  erecting 
steam-engine,  and  other  machinery  necessary  for  draining  them,  with  all  proper  accessaries, 
passed  as  incident  thereto. 

Held,  also,  that  under  the  reservation  in  the  former  deed,  the  coal-owner  could  not  carry  ova 
A.  coals  got  in  H.,  although  from  part  of  the  same  mineral  field. 

To  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  the  plaintiff's  close,  and  laying  a  ndlroad  thereon,  tlie 
defendant  justified  under  the  reservation  in  the  above  deeds.  The  plaintiff  new  assigned  to  the 
plea,  that  the  trespasses  were  committed  on  other  and  different  occasions,  and  to  a  greater  ex- 
tent than  was  necessary,  and  for  other  and  different  purposes,  and  on  other  parts  of  the  close; 
to  which  there  was  judgment  by  default: — Held,  that,  on  these  pleadings,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  dispute  that  some  species  of  railroad  was  within  the  reservation,  but  that  the  question  was, 
whether  the  railroad  was  constructed  in  a  direction  or  in  a  manner  unauthorised  by  the  reser- 
vation. 
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with  bieaking  and  entering  a  close  called  Cuddy's  Close,  ^*c*«  «/  Piea», 
m  the  township  of  Amble,  in  the  county  of  Northumber-  '    ^ 

Imd,  and  four  other  closes,  called  Kirton's  Moor,  Front-  ^'^^^ 
field,  Clark's  North  Moor,  and  Creswell's  Moor,  in  the  Kinoscote. 
township  of  Hauxley,  in  that  county,  and  with  making 
and  continuing  excavations  and  embankments,  and  laying 
a  railroad  thereon,  and  with  committing  other  the  tres- 
passes, on  foot  and  with  horses,  carts,  and  carriages,  therein 
ennmerated.  The  second  coimt  charged  the  defendant 
with  breaking  and  entering  a  close  called  Clark's  South 
Moor,  in  the  township  of  Hauxley,  in  that  county,  and  with 
committing  similar  trespasses  as  are  enumerated  in  the 
fint  count,  and  also  with  making  in  the  last-mentioned 
close  pits  and  ponds,  and  with  erecting  houses,  cottages, 
and  engines,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  to  the  trespasses  in  the  first 

<^^t,  with  cattle  other  than  with  horses,  mares,  and  geld- 

'^j  and  as  to  the  second  count,  except  as  to  one  pit,  one 

^^f  one  engine-house,  and  one  edifice,  not  guilty;  to 

^bich  the  plaintiff  entered  a  nolle  prosequi. 

Thirdly  (a),  the  defendant  pleaded  to  the  trespasses  in 
Caddy's  Close  in  Amble,  that  Sir  W.  Hewytt  and  Thomas 
Hewytt,  being  seised  of  Cuddy's  Close,  and  other  lands  in 
Amble,  and  of  all  the  veins  and  seams  of  coal  under  all  the 
lands  in  the  township  of  Amble,  on  the  23rd  of  November, 
1630,  by  bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  granted  to  Henry 
Lawson  and  Henry  Horsley,  Cuddy^s  Close  and  other 
lands  in  Amble,  in  fee,  excepting  and  always  reserved 
thereout  all  mines  of  coal  within  the  said  close,  and  also 
otlier  the  fields  and  territories  of  Amble  aforesaid,  toge- 
ther with  sufficient  wayleave  and  stay  leave  to  and  from  the 
*Hid  mines,  together  with  liberty  of  sinking  and  digging 
^^  pit  and  pits,  for  the  winning  of  coal  in  Amble  afore- 

(tf)  The  second  plea,  which  set  up  a  custom  of  the  manor  of  Amble, 
^^>iDe  immateriaL 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  said.    The  defendant  then  deduced  a  title  to  the  eoa] 

'  ^    with  the  reserved  liberty,  from  Sir  William  Hevytt  ai 

Dand        Thomas  Hcwytt  to  the  Dowager  Countess  of  Newburg 

KiNoscoTE.    and  then,  as  her  servant,  justified  the  trespasses  in  Cu 

dy^s  Close,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  away  coals  g 

in  Amble.    The  plaintiff,  by  his  replication,  after  admi 

ting  the  seisin,  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale,  and  title  at  d 

duc^d,   replied  de  injurifi  absque   residuo  causse,  upc 

which  issue  was  joined. 

Fourthly,  the  defendant  pleaded  to  all  the  trespasses  i 
all  the  closes  in  Hauxley,  that  is  to  say,  all  the  don 
in  the  declaration  except  Cuddy's  Close,  that  Sir  Williai 
Hewytt  and  Thomas  Hewytt,  being  seised  in  fee  of  thoi 
closes,  and  other  closes  and  lands  in  Hauxley,  and  of  a 
the  coals  under  all  the  lauds  in  the  township  of  Hauxle 
by  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  dated  28rd  < 
November,  1630,  conveyed  to  Bichard  Brown  and  Thomi 
Palfrey  in  fee,  those  closes  and  other  lands  in  Hanxlg 
excepting  always  and  reserved  thereout  aU  mines  of  oo 
within  the  same  closes,  and  all  other  the  lands  and  teirrit< 
ries  of  Hauxley  aforesaid,  with  sufficient  wayleave  and  staj 
leave  to  and  firom  the  said  mines ;  together  with  liberty  i 
sinking  and  digging  pit  and  pits  for  the  winning  of  coal  i 
Hauxley  aforesaid.  The  defendant  then  deduced  the  aan 
title  from  Sir  William  Hewytt  and  Thomas  Hewytt  to  tl 
Countess  of  Newburgh,  and  justified  sinking  a  pit  an 
getting  coals,  in  Clark's  South  Moor,  and  mRlcing  rai 
roads,  &c.,  for  the  conveyance  of  these  coals  got  in  Hau 
ley.  The  plaiutifi*  did  not  traverse  this  plea,  but  new  ai 
signed,  as  to  the  trespasses  in  the  2nd,  3rd,  and  4th  pleai 
that  the  defendant  committed  these  trespasses  on  other  an 
difierent  occasions,  and  for  other  and  different  purpose 
than  those  mentioned,  and  to  a  greater  extent  than  wa 
necessary,  and  in  other  parts  of  the  closes.  The  defei 
daut  pleaded  to  the^new  assignment,  that  the  closes 
the  declaratiou  were  in  aud  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Ambl 
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and  that  the  late  Earl  of  Newburgh  was  seised  in  fee  of  Breh.  of  puas^ 
the  manor^  and  veins  and  seams  of  coal^  with  liberty  for 
himaelf  and  his  heirs,  seised  of  the  manor,  and  the  veins 
and  seams  of  coal,  of  getting  coals,  and  making  pits  in  the 
luds  of  other  persons,  and  making  convenient  and  suffi- 
cient roads  for  carrying  them  away.     The  plea  then  stated 
a  devise  thereof  to  the  Countess  of  Newburgh  for  life,  and 
the  defendant  then  justified,  as  her  servant,  in  getting  the 
coals  and  in  carrying  them  away,  under  that  liberty.    The 
plaintiff,  by  his  replication  to  this  plea,  traversed  the 
adnn  of  the  manor,  and  coals,  and  Uberty,  as  alleged, 
whereupon  issue  was  joined ;  and  also  new  assigned  that 
the  trespasses  were  committed  on  other  and  different  occar 
QODs,  and  to  a  greater  extent  than  was  necessary,  and  for 
other  and  diflGerent  purposes,  and  on  other  parts  of  the 
dose;  to  which  last  new  assignment  the  defendant  allowed 
judgment  to  pass  by  de&ult.    A  copy  of  the  pleadings  ac- 
^^ompanies  this  case,  and  to  which  each  party  is  at  liberty 
to  refer  on  the  argument,  and  also  to  the  several  deeds  and 
^er  documents  of  title  set  forth  in  the  pleadings.    The 
^^'^iise  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Northumberland  Summer 
Aasiaes,  1888,  before  Mr.  Baron  ^^/cfer^em,  when  the  2nd  plea 
^  the  declaration,  and  the  plea  to  the  first  new  assign- 
ment were  abandoned  by  the  defendant,  and  a  verdict 
^^^118  taken  by  consent  for  the  plaintiff,  the  damages  to 
^^  assessed  by  an  arbitrator  according  to  the  judgment 
^f  the  Court,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the 
following  case : — 

The  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  trespass,  was 
^nd  is  seised  in  fee,  amongst  other  lands,  of  the  closes 
^kientioned  in  the  declaration.     The  closes  called  Kirton^s 
^oor,  Frontfield,  Clark's  North  Moor,  CresweU's  Moor, 
^md  ClarVs  South  Moor,  are  in  the  township  of  Hauxley, 
and  the  other  close,  called  Cuddy's  Close,  is  in  the  town- 
ship of  Amble,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland. 

Whilst  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  occupation  of  the  afore- 
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£xek.  of  PUas,  said  closes^  about  the  month  of  January^  1837,  the  de- 
'  ^  fendant  sunk  a  pit  in  the  close  called  Clark's  South 
Dand  Moor,  to  get  coals  thereout,  and  erected  upon  the  same 
KiNOBcoTB.  close  a  building  of  stone,  containing  a  steam-engine  of 
fifty-horse  power,  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  off  the  water, 
and  raising  the  coal  to  the  surface.  The  defendant  also 
made  a  large  pond,  five  feet  in  depth  and  158  feet  in  cir- 
cumference, for  supplying  the  engine  with  water,  and 
erected  sheds  and  other  works  upon  the  same  dose.  The 
shaft,  engine,  pond,  and  sheds,  occupy  altogether  about 
two  acres  and  a  half  of  the  land  of  Clark's  South  Moor. 
In  the  summer  of  1839,  the  defendant  caused  a  r^way  to 
be  made  from  the  pit  in  Clark's  South  Moor,  for  the  transit 
of  coal  from  that  pit,  which  railway  passed  over  that  dose^ 
then  across  a  public  highway,  then  across  Clark's  North 
Moor,  then  across  Elirton's  Moor,  then  across  Frontfield, 
all  in  the  township  of  Hauxley ;  then  across  Cuddy's  Close, 
in  the  township  of  Amble,  and  then  for  about  half  a  mile 
over  the  hinds  of  other  persons  in  the  same  township,  to  a 
piece  of  land  belonging  to  the  Coimtess  of  Newburgh,  ad- 
joining the  Coquet,  and  likewise  in  the  township  of  Amble. 
The  defendant  has  constructed  a  staith  for  the  purpose  of 
loading  the  coals  brought  along  the  railway  from  the  pit, 
on  board  of  vessels  in  the  river  Coquet,  which  is  there  a 
na\dgable  river,  at  the  distance  of  about  500  yards  from  the 
mouth,  where  it  empties  itself  into  the  Grerman  Ocean. 
The  pit  in  Hauxley  is  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  nearest 
boundary  of  Amble.  The  coal-seams  lying  in  the  latter 
township  can  be  conveniently  won  by  outstroke  from  the 
Hauxley  pit,  and  be  raised  to  the  surface  by  means  of  the 
shaft  in  Hauxley,  the  shaft  being  simk  so  as  to  win  from 
it  the  coals  frx)m  both  townships.  There  is  an  extensive 
field  of  coal  within  these  townships,  of  which  the  seaniB 
dip  to  the  east,  and  reach  to  the  sea  and  the  river 
Coquet. 
The  railway  was  completed  about  the  month  of  Octoberj 
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1837 ;  it  is  made  of  iron^  fastened  upon  stone  pillars  or  Bxeh,  of  puas, 
sleepers^  which  are  mink  into  the  soil ;  it  is  of  the  breadth     ^    ^      . 
of  eight  feet^  and  severed  from  the  remainder  of  the  close         i>and 
by  wooden  rails  on  both  sides  of  it.    These  wooden  rails     Kinoscote. 
are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  railway^  and  to  pre- 
Tent  cattle  from  straying  upon  it.      The  entire  space  of 
ground  between  the  wooden  rails  averages  in  breadth 
ttiirty-five  feet.     In  making  the  railway^  the  defendant  has 
cot  the  soil^and  made  embankments  and  dug  ditches  on  each 
side  of  the  railway^  and  broken  down  hedges  separating 
the  several  closes  from  each  other;  and  the  defendant^  by 
the  wooden  rails  to  fence  the  railroad^  and  by  the  cuttings 
snd  embankments^  has  severed  one  part  of  each  field  from 
the  other.     The  defendant  also  made  embankments  and 
cuttmgs  in  Clark's  South  Moor,  and  in  CresweU's  Moor, 
for  another  railway  to  the  south-west  of  the  pit  opened  in 
Clark's  South  Moor,  which  railway  was  afterwards  aban- 
doned. 

The  engine  erected  by  the  defendant  is  necessary  for 
viiming  and  working  the  lower  seams,  which  are  the  prin- 
cipal seams  in  his  coal  field ;  and  in  erecting  the  steam- 
cngme,  and  in  other  works  of  the  colliery,  he  has  expended 
^nt  £30,000,  for  which  expenditure  there  can  be  no 
^equate  return,  unless  by  the  profits  from  an  export  trade. 
There  is  a  highway  leading  from  Hauxley  to  Amble,  which 
tt  crossed  by  the  railway  between  Clark's  South  Moor  and 
Clark's  North  Moor,  and  after  the  railway  passes  out  of  the 
plaintiff's  closes,  but  before  it  reaches  the  staith,  it  crosses 
^iu)ther  highway :  but  the  expense  of  conveying  coals  to 
^  place  of  shipment  along  either  of  these  highways  would 
he  snch  as  to  preclude  the  defendant  from  exporting  with- 
out  loss.  The  place  of  shipment  on  the  river  Coquet  is 
^^U  chosen,  and  the  railway  connecting  it  with  the  pit  has 
^^^  judiciously  designed  and  constructed ;  no  unneces- 
^  ground  has  been  taken,  nor  injury  been  done,  either 
^  Qiaking  the  railway  or  erecting  the  engine,  and  forming 
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Sxek.  4  Pieoi,  the  pond  and  other  works  connected  with  the  colliery^  and 

the  defendant  has  been  always  ready  to  make  compenaa* 
tion  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  the  acts 
complained  of.  Railways,  such  as  the  defendant  has  laid 
down,  are  now  in  universal  use  through  the  counties 
of  Northumberland  and  Durham,  in  the  case  of  collier- 
ies. Since  the  completion  of  the  railway,  and  before 
this  action  was  commenced,  coals  have  been  carried  along 
it  to  a  great  extent,  from  the  pit  in  Clark's  South  Moor  to 
the  place  of  shipment  in  Amble.  These  coals  haye  been 
exclusively  the  produce  of  the  seams  in  Hauxley,  but  have 
passed  by  the  railway,  as  well  over  the  plaintiff's  dose  in 
Amble,  called  Cuddy's  Close,  as  over  hU  Hauxley  doses,  aad 
large  quantities  of  stone  and  wood  for  the  purpose  of  the 
colliery  have  also  been  carried  along  it  across  the  same 
closes. 

The  deeds,  of  which  the  following  abstract  is  set  forth, 
are  to  form  part  of  the  case.  [The  case  then  set  forth  an 
abstract  of  the  following  deeds :] 

8th  March,  1629. — Indenture  between  Edward  Ditdi- 
field  and  others,  of  the  one  part,  and  Sir  William  Hewytt 
and  Thomas  Hewytt,  Esq.,  (his  son  and  heir  apparent), 
of  the  other  part,  being  a  conveyance,  by  appointment 
of  the  corporation  of  London,  of  the  town  of  Amble,  with 
its  appurtenances,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  to- 
gether with  (inter  alia)  all  those  mines  of  coal  there, 
with  the  appurtenances ;  and  also  of  the  town  of  Hanxley 
with  its  appurtenances,  &c.,  &c. :  habendum  to  Sir  W. 
Hewytt  and  Thomas  Hewytt,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of 
Sir  William  Hewytt  for  ever,  to  be  hdd  of  the  crown,  as 
of  the  manor  of  Earl  Greenwich,  by  fealty,  in  firee  and 
common  socage. 

23rd  November,  1630. — Bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  be- 
tween Sir  William  Hewytt  and  Thomas  Hewytt,  of  the 
one  part,  and  Henry  Lawson  and  Henry  Horsley  of  the 
other  part  (the  indenture  referred  to  in  the  third  plea); 
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being  a  conveTance  to  Lawson  and  Horsley^  of  lands  and  Eteh.  of  pieat, 
tenements  in  Amble^  parcel  of  the  premises  comprised  in     ^  ^^»  ^ 
the  foregoing  deed ;  ''excepting  always  and  reserved  out        Dand 
of  this  present  grant,  all  mines  of  coals  within  the  fields     kinoscote. 
and  territories  of  Amble  aforesaid,  together  with  sufficient 
wayleave  and  stayleave  to  and  from  the  said  mines,  with 
liberty  of  sinking  and  digging  pit  and  pits :" — ^habendum 
to  Lawson  and  Horsley,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  fee  farm, 
to  hold  of  the  Crown  as  before  mentioned,  at  certain  rents 
therein  stated.    This  deed  also  contained  a  covenant  from 
Sir  William  Hewytt,  that  he,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  should 
give  and  yield  to  Lawson  and  Horsley,  their  heirs  and 
AMigns,  such  accustomed  recompense  for  digging  and 
breaking  the  ground  within  the  fields  and  territories  of 
Amble  aforesaid,  in  which  any  pit  or  pits  for  getting  of 
coal  should  thereafter  happen  to  be  sunk  and  wrought,  as 
formerly  had  been  usually  given  and  allowed  there  in  like 


Same  date. — Bargain  and  sale  enrolled,  between  Sir  W. 
Hewytt  and  Thomas  Hewytt  of  the  one  part,  and  Bichard 
Brown  and  Thomas  Palfrey  of  the  other  part,  (the  indenture 
referred  to  in  the  fourth  plea),  being  a  conveyance  to  Brown 
and  Palfrey  of  lands  and  tenements  in  Hauxley,  parcel 
of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  March, 
1629,  in  the  same  terms,  and  containing  the  same  reser- 
vaticm  and  covenant,  as  the  conveyance  to  Lawson  and 
Horsley. 

1st  April,  1785. — ^Lease  from  Lord  Montague  and  Sir 
Herbert  Mackworth,  lords  of  the  manor  of  Amble,  to 
John  Widdington,  (through  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  the 
doses  in  the  declaration  mentioned),  Edward  Cook,  and 
William  Smith,  of  all  the  coal  mines  and  seams  of  coal  be- 
longing to  the  lessors,  lying  within  and  under  the  lands 
belonging  to  the  lessees  and  other  persons  named,  within 
the  townships  of  Amble  and  Hauxley,  in  the  parish  of 
Wirkworth  and  manor  of  Amble,  for  nine  years  from  the 
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Erek,  of  PUat,  1st  of  May,  1785,  at  an  annual  rent  of  21/.  5^.,  on  condi- 

'   ^     tion  that  they  should  not  try  for,  dig,  sink,  win,  or  work 

Dand         the  said  mines  or  seams  of  coal,  or  in  any  manner  impair 

KiNQscoTE.     or  diminish  the  same :  there  was  also  a  covenant  by  the 

lessees  to  the  same  effect. 

The  rent  reserved  by  the  said  last-mentioned  lease  was 
regularly  paid. 

The  defendant  did  all  the  acts  above  alleged  to  be  done 
by  him,  claiming  to  do  them  under  and  by  virtue  of  an 
agreement  between  Lady  Newburgh  and  the  defendant, 
and  Mr.  Thomas  Brown,  by  which  Lady  Newburgh  agreed 
to  grant  to  the  defendant  and  Brown  a  lease  for  a  term  of 
years  of  the  coal-mines  and  seams  of  coal  in  Amble  and 
Hauxley,  with  the  right  to  dig  pits,  and  wayleave  and 
stayleave,  and  all  other  rights  incident  and  appurtenant 
thereto. 

The  term  stayleave^  according  to  the  custom  and  under- 
standing of  miners  and  other  persons  conversant  with  coal- 
mines, means  a  right  in  the  coal-owner  of  having  a  station, 
where  he  may  deposit  his  coals  for  the  purpose  of  dispens* 
ing  them  to  the  purchaser.  This  place  of  deposit  and 
vend  is  either  at  the  pit-mouth,  or,  when  detached,  it  is, 
in  the  case  of  land  sale  collieries,  at  some  station  by  a 
highway,  and,  in  the  case  of  sea  sale  collieries,  at  a  staith, 
trunk,  or  spout  in  some  navigable  water.  WayUave  is 
the  privilege  of  crossing  land  for  the  supply  of  coals  to 
the  purchaser.  This  privilege  is  generally  the  subject  of 
detailed  contracts,  specifying  the  particular  direction  and 
extent  of  the  wayleave,  and  there  is  no  usage  or  under- 
standing amongst  persons  conversant  with  coal-mines,  by 
which  to  interpret  the  extent  of  the  privilege,  when  con- 
ferred in  the  general  terms  used  in  the  deeds  above  set 
forth.  The  narrowest  enjoyment  of  a  wayleave  is  where 
the  sale  is  at  the  pit^s  mouth,  and  the  purchasers  cross  to 
the  pit  with  their  carts  from  the  highway.  Where  the  sale 
is  at  a  detached  station,  the  grantee  of  a  wayleave  generally 
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aends  coal  to  the  station  by  means  of  a  railway;  in  the  Erch.  of  pieas, 
case  of  sea  sale  collieries  this  is  universally  the  mode  of    ^    ^  '   ^ 
transit^  and  the  railway  is  laid  down  in  the  most  direct         Dand 
and  commodious  course  firom  the  pit  to  the  place  of  ship-     Kingscote. 
ment^  for  which  the  coal-owner  can  obtain  leave  from  the 
land-owners^  without  regard  to  the  intervention  of  high- 
ways. 

Coals  have  formerly  been  wrought  for  land  sale  in  Am- 
ble and  Hauxley,  and  for  the  supply  of  saltpans  estab-> 
Sahed  there,  and  there  are  old  shafts  within  those  town- 
ihips;  but  there  was  never  .any  railway  connected  with 
tbese  workings,  neither  had  any  steam-engine  been  erected 
in  these  townships  for  colliery  purposes,  before  that  of  the 
defendant.     Railways  were  not  in  use  in  1630 ;  but  unless 
there  was  a  steam-engine  to  drain  the  pit  and  raise  the 
coal,  and  a  railway  and  staith  to  ship  the  coals  by  the 
lower  seams,  the  defendant's  coal-field  coidd  not  be  worked 
viihoat  loss,  as  has  been  before  stated. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  that,  on  the  above  facts,  he  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  the  several  issues  raised  in  the* 
einse.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  verdict 
is  to  be  entered  accordingly,  otherwise  to  be  entered  as. 
the  Court  may  direct.  The  defendant,  imder  the  above 
circumstances,  contends,  that  he  is  justified  by  the  excep- 
tion  or  reservation  in  the  before-mentioned  indentures,  or 
ttme  of  them,  in  making  the  railway  over  the  several 
closes,  and  in  doing  the  other  acts  in  working  the  coals  in 
Clark's  South  Moor.  The  plaintiff  contends,  that  the  reser- 
^>tioii8  or  exceptions  in  these  deeds  give  sufficient  way- 
l^e  to  the  nearest  highway,  in  the  direction  the  coals  are 
to  be  taken  firom  the  pit,  for  the  conveyance  of  the  coals, 
^  no  further;  and  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  tO) 
^t  this  railway  or  any  road  over  the  highway  above 
Mentioned,  through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
Persons ;  and  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  under  the 
^eeds,  to  carry  the  coals  raised  in  Hauxley  over  Cuddy's 

VOL.  VI.  o  M.  w. 
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Exck,  of  Pleas,  close  in  Amblo^  or  to  make  a  railroad  over  that  close  for 

V   ^  '   ^     suet  a  purpose.    Moreover,  the  plaintiff  contends,  that  the 

Dand        defendant  had  no  right  to  make  embankments,  or  cats,  or 

KiNoscoTE.    sever  the  fields  as  stated,  or  to  lay  a  permanent  railway  aa 

done  by  the  defendant ;   and  that  the  defendant  had  no 

right  to  erect  a  steam-engine  and  engine-house;,  or  make 

the  pond,  or  the  other  erections  in  question. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  defendant,  to  any  and  what  extent,  has,  under  the  cir* 
cumstances  above  mentioned,  exceeded  his  power  and  liber- 
ty :  and  the  damages,  if  any,  are  to  be  assessed  by  the 
arbitrator  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  the 
verdict  and  judgment  are  to  be  entered  up  in  pursainee 
thereof. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Term  by 

W.  H.  Watson  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  main  question  in 
this  case  is,  whether,  under  an  ordinary  reservation  of  ''a 
wayleave  and  stayleave^'  for  the  carriage  of  coal  from  a 
mine,  a  right  to  cut  and  lay  down  a  railway  is  included; 
that  being  a  species  of  way  which  was  not  in  use  at  tiie 
period  of  the  reservation.  The  recent  case  of  Doe  d.  fFaum 
V.  Horn  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  making  of  a 
railway  across  land  is  an  absolute  ouster  of  the  occupier  of 
the  land.  So,  where  under  a  lease  of  wayleave  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  coals,  with  the  liberty  of  laying  wag- 
gon-ways  over  certain  lands,  the  lessee  made  waggon-ways 
and  inclosed  them,  so  as  to  exclude  all  other  persona,  it 
was  held,  that  he  was  ratable  to  the  poor  for  the  ground 
so  inclosed,  as  having  the  exclusive  occupation  of  it.  iSer 
V.  BeU  (6).  Here  there  is  an  absolute  ouster  of  the  plain- 
tiff from  his  rights  over  the  surface,  instead  of  the  mere  user 
of  an  easement,  consistently  with  his  enjoyment  of  the  sor- 
face.    In  Yin.  Abr.,  Chimin  Private,  (D.)  2,  it  is  said — ^''If 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  340;  5  M.  &  W.  564.  (ft)  7  T.  R.  598. 
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R  VRjr  which  r  man  has  becomes  not  passable^  or  becomes  Etch,  of  puom^ 

^erj  bad  by  the  owner  of  the  land  tearing  it  up  with  his    ^   ^^^' 

carts,  and  so  the  same  be  filled  with  water^  yet  he  which  has 

the  way  cannot  dig  the  ground  to  let  out  the  water,  for  he  has 

no  interest  in  the  soil  :'*  citing  Dike  and  Dunston's  case  (a). 

Lord  Darcg  v.  Mkwith  {b)  was  an  action  by  the  assignee 

t£  the  reversion  against  a  lessee  for  years,  under  a  lease 

containing,  among  the  general  words,  ''  boscis,  boscorum 

Faiditionibus,  magnis  arboribus,  mineris  carbonum,''  &c., 

for  waste  in  felling  oaks.     The  defendants  pleaded  that 

they  felled  those  trees  for  the  making  of  certain  utensils 

in  and  about  certain  coal  mines,  parcel  of  the  demise,  and 

vithout  which  they  coidd  not  dig  and  get  the  coals  out  of 

the  pita,  and  that  they  bestowed  the  said  trees  accordingly ; 

and  upon  demurrer,  the  Court  held,  '^  that  the  lessor  did 

not,  by  implication  of  law,  by  leasing  the  coal  mines,  give 

power  to  fell  the  trees  for  the  use  of  the  mines,  and  that 

tbe  rule  of  law,  that  the  grant  of  a  thing  carried  all  things 

without  which  the  thing  granted  coidd  not  be  had,  was  to  bd 

Qiderstood  of  things  incident  and  directly  necessary.''    Pit 

y*Ladg  CHaverinih  (c)  was  a  case  more  nearly  applicable  in 

its  circumstances  to  the  present.     There,  on  the  sale  of  a 

numor,  the  vendor,  one  Wray,  reserved  to  himself  and  his 

kars  a  Cfmoenient  way  leave,  such  as  he  and  his  heirs  should 

^bink  proper,  for  the  carriage  of  coals  through  a  waste  with- 

• 

Ui  the  manor,  from  certain  coal  works  of  his  to  the  river 
^^ne.  An  invention  had  been  discovered  about  twenty 
y^un  before,  which  at  the  time  of  the  sale  had  come  into 
frequent  use  in  the  north,  of  making  loaggon-ways  for  the 
^lEHxre  easy  carriage  of  coals,  which  was  done  **  by  levelling 
S^^oimd  firom  one  place  to  another,  and  then  laying  planks 
^^to  it,  fiir  making  a  more  easy  and  short  conveyance  of 
^^^cm.''  The  defendant,  the  lessee  of  some  coal  works  under 


(«)  Godb.  52,  pi.  65.  (6)  Hob.  234. 

(c)  1  Barnard.  318. 
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Exeh.  of  PUaSf  thcheirs  of  Wray,by  virtue  of  the  power  in  the  reservation j 
'  ^     made  a  waggon-way  for  her  coals,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
Damd         filed  a  bill  against  her.     The  Lord  Chancellor  made  a 
KiNoscoTE.    decretal  order,  referring  it  to  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer 
for  their  opinion,  whether  a  waggon-way  was  within  the 
reservation  of  a  wayleave ;  and  they  ultimately  gave  their 
opinions  that  a  waggon-way  was  not  reserved.     Selbjf  v. 
Adair  (a)  was  a  decision  directly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
In  that  case  the  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  a  railway  was 
not  comprehended  within  the  reservation  of  a  wayleave^  in 
a  grant  of  the  date  of  1630.     Senhouse  v.  Christian  (b), 
which  may  be  referred  to  on  the  other  side,  is  inapplicable 
to  this  case.    There  the  party  had  granted  to  him  '^  a  free 
and  convenient  way,  for  carts,  waggons,  wains,  and  other 
carriages,^^  over  a  slip  of  land  therein  mentioned,  with 
full  and  free  license  to  make  and  lay  causeways^  when  and 
so  often  as  there  shoidd  be  occasion,  for  the  purpose  of 
canying  (among  other  materials)  coals ;  and  it  was  held,    , 
that,  imder  these  words,  he  had  a  right  to  lay  a  ''  framed^ 
waggon-way.^'    Ashhurst,  J.,  there  says :  "  Under  the  ori — 
ginal  grant,  he  has  a  right  to  make  a  framed  waggon-wayj^^- 
which  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  his  coals  jt^ 
being  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  mottiCTfc 
this  grant.''     Gerrard  v.  Cooke  (c)  proceeded  upon  the  sam^^ 
principle,  that  the  grantee  was  entitled  to  all  privileges^ 
necessary  to  give  such  a  road,  as  it  was  the  intention  of 
parties  that  he  should  have.     That  principle  is  clearly  i 
plicable  to  the  present  case.     A  way  of  a  description 
known  at  the  time  of  the  grant  could  not  possibly  be  in 
contemplation  of  the  parties  to  it.     The  clause  for  compei^H 
sation  makes  it  dependent  upon  the  customary  paymen^^ 
before  made ;  but  none  had  been  before  made  in  respect     -^ 
a  railway ;  how  then  can  the  clause  now  be  made  to  app»-2[| 

(a)  A.  D.  1818,  not  reported.  {b)  I  T.  R.  560. 

(c)  2  N.  R.  109. 
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to  such  a  case  ?     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  do  not  see  why,  Bxeh.  of  puat, 
if  the  party  has  the  right  of  way,  he  cannot  lay  down  iron     ^   ^^^'  . 
ndls  npon  it.]    He  thereby  precludes  the  owner  of  the  land        dand 
altogether  firom  using  the  way,  except  with  carriages  of  a     kinqbcotx. 
peculiar  construction ;  and  the  injury  to  the  land  is  greater 
and  more  permanent.     Further,  it  coidd  not,  at  the  time 
of  this  grant,  have  been  expected  that  the  grantor  should 
afterwards  purchase  other  land  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
away  the  coal.    In  Com.  Dig.  Chemin,  (D.  5),  it  is  said : — 
''  If  a  feoffor  grants  a  way  from  D.  to  Blackacre,  and  the 
feoffee  afterwards  purchases  lands  adjoining  to  Blackacre, 
he  cannot  justify  the  using  the  way  to  those  lands.''  HoweU 
T.  ^ng  (a).      Harris  v.  Byding  [b)  is  an  authority  to  shew 
that,  under  a  reservation  of  coal  and  other  mines,  with 
liberty  of  ingress,  &c.,  to  get  the  mines,  all  that  the  party 
has  by  law  is  a  reasonable  mode  of  getting  the  mines,  not 
injuring  thereby  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  surface. 
The  defendants  here,  therefore,  had  no  right  to  erect  steam- 
engines  and  machinery,  to  make  cuttings  and  embank- 
ments, and  to  exclude  the  owner  of  the  soil  from  the  or- 
dinary  occupation  of  it,  in  the  exercise  of  a  way,  which  is  a 
itere  easement  over  the  surface.     But  this  railway  is 
dearly  an  excess  of  the  powers  given  by  the  reservation, 
because,  at  all  events,  the  defendant  is  only  entitled  to 
carry  it  to  the  nearest  highway,  from  whence  he  has  the 
XKieans  of  transporting  the  coals  otherwise. 

AcUSsan,  contra. — First,  a  right  to  make  railways  for  the 

CHSTiage  of  the  coals  is  given  by  this  reservation,  without 

'■"eference  to  the  intervention  of  highways.     Secondly,  the 

defendants  had  a  right  to  carry  the  coals  got  in  Hauxley 

over  Amble,  and  vice  versA.    The  defendant  is  therefore 

®^titled  to  a  verdict  on  the  issue  joined  on  the  third  plea, 

*^d  on  the  new  assignment  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  only  to 

^ominj  damages. 

(<i)  1  Mod.  190  (b)  5  M.  &  W.  60. 
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Exch.  of  Pkmt,      It  ia  said  that  the  placing  of  the  rails  upon  the  war 

1840  .  .  AW  ^  X  «r 

in  question  was  an  eviction  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  case' 
of  Bex  V.  BeU  is  cited  to  shew  that  a  railway  is  ratable, 
as  being  in  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the  proprieton.- 
But  it  mi^t  as  well  be  said  the  placing  of  pipes  under  the 
soil  by  a  water  company — ^which  also  are  ratable*— would 
be  an  eviction  of  the  land-owner.    Doe  d.  Wiaum  v.  Horn' 
does  not  apply :  the  declaration  here  says  nothing  about 
any  eaepuMon  or  eviction  of  the  plaintiff.    Hie  authority 
cited  from  Yin.  Abr.  applies  to  the  digging  of  trenches  to' 
let  off  water^  which^  unless  done  in  exercise  of  a  right  to 
repair,  (which  is  clearly  incident  to  a  right  of  way),  would 
not  be  within  the  grant ;  and  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
case  that  it  was  necessary  to  dig  trenches  in  order  to  re- 
pair the  way.    In  Pit  v.  Lady  ClaverifUh,  the  Court  could 
only  look  to  the  terms  of  the  reservation  itself,  in  which 
there  was  no  mention  of  waggon-ways;  and  it  does  not 
very  distinctly  appear  what  were  the  terms  of  the  deed,  or 
the  groimds  of  the  judgment.     As  £etr,  however,  as  it 
relied  upon  for  the  plaintiff,  it  is  inconsistent  with 
V.  Christian.    The  case  of  Selby  v.  Adair,  when  carefbll]^ 
examined,  is  rather  an  authority  to  shew,  that,  under  th^L 
grant  of  a  wayleave,  a  waggon-way  might  be  made.     [HO 
then  entered  into  an  elaborate  examination  of  the  pleadi 
and  proceedings  in  that  case,  in  order  to  establish  this.] 
The  question  in  this  case  is,  in  truth,  nothing  but 
question  of  construction,  arising  on  the  face  of  these  d 
— ^viz.,  what  appears  from  them  to  have  been  the  intenti< 
of  the  parties  when  this  reservation  was  made. 
Court,  in  deciding  that  question,  will  look  to  all  the  s 
rounding  circumstances,   and  construe  them   secund 
subjectam  materiam.   Now  the  reservation  here  is,  first, 
very  extensive  mines;  secondly,  of  a  wayleave  and 
leave,  sufficient  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  enjoyment 
those  mines.     Whatever  is  necessarv  for  the  fair  and 
sonable  enjoyment  of  the  thing  excepted,  is  reserved 
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inddeBt  to  the  exception.    Sucli  is  the  general  principle  Breh.  of  PUa§^ 
laid  down  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone  (a) : — ^''When  any         ^^^' 
thing  is  granted^  all  the  means  to  effect  it^  and  all  the 
fruits  and  offsets  of  it^  are  granted  also^  and  shall  pass  in* 
^uaite  together  with  the  thing,  by  the  grant  of  the  thing 
ilielf,  without  the  words  cum  pertinentUs,  or  any  such  like 
9«ds.    Cuicunque  aliquid  conceditur,  conceditur  etiam 
rt  id  sine  quo  res  ipsa  non  esse  potuit/^      [Parke,  B. 
r-Under  that  rule  things  necessary  only  are  granted :  the 
CMS  is  not  so  strong  in  your  &?our  as  where  the  word  #tif- 
fdeU  or  canvemeni  is  used.]      The  same  principle  is  pro- 
pounded  in  1  Saund.  822,  b.,  and  2  Bol.  Abr.  N.,  pi. 
If  2, 8.     There  are  many  cases  illustrative  of  this  general 
ininciple.  Thus,  in  Roberts  v.  Karr  (b),  where  A.  granted  to 
fi.  Isnd  of  unequal  width,  described  as  abutting  on  a  road 
on  his  own  ncal,  which  in  the  broadest  part  of  it  did  abut 
^Hi  that  road,  but  in  the  narrowest  part  was  separated  from 
it  by  a  narrow  strip  of  the  grantor's  land — it  was  held,  that 
%ke  grantor  and  those  claiming  under  him  were  concluded 
Aom  preventing  the  grantee  from  coming  out  into  the  road 
fmx  this  strip  of  land :  that  after  the  description  given 
^xfMm  in  the  deed,  he  coidd  not  be  allowed  to  say  that  the 
hod  on  which  it  abutted  was  not  the  road.     In  Morris  v. 
idfmffi<m  (c),  a  lessee  demised  a  messuage,  consisting  of 
ttD  parts,  separated  by  an  intervening  reserved  gateway 
and  yard,  subjected  only  to  a  specific  right  of  way  for  the 
leisee  to  a  third  building,  for  a  specific  purpose  only.  The 
itiervation,  strictly  interpreted,  woidd  have  precluded  the 
Jeatee  firom  all  access  to  the  one  part,  which  was  accessible 
^ly  by  crossing  the  yard  in  one  of  two  directions,  the  one 
by  entering  it  firom  the  back  part  of  the  residue  of  the  de- 
mised premises,  the  other  and  more  convenient  way  by 
enteiing  it  firom  the  public  street,  through  the  reserved 
giteway.     It  was  held,  that  the  lessee  was  entitled  to  the 

(a)  P.  89.  (6)  1  Taunt  495.  (c)  3  Taunt.  24. 
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Ejtch.  of  Pleat,  latter  way,  through  the  gateway  and  across  the  yard! 

.  ^^^'   .     Mansfield,  C.  J.,  there  says:— "It  would  not  be  a  great 
Dand         stretch  to  call  that  a  necessary  way,  without  which  the 

KiNoscoTE.     most  convenient  and  reasonable  mode  of  enjoying  the  pre- 
mises could  not  be  had/^    Hodgson  v.  Field  (a)  is  a  very 
strong  case  to  illustrate  the  principle  before  stated.  There, 
A.  and  B.  being  severally  seised  of  parcels  of  woody  ground, 
and  B.  having  other  lands  adjoining  to  his  woody  ground, 
and  intending  to  make  a  colliery  under  his  ground,  A. 
granted  to  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  liberty  for  him  and 
them  to  carry  up  a  sough  or  drain  through  A/s  woody 
ground  into  B/s  woody  ground,  and  to  make  two  little 
sough  pits  in  A.'s  woody  ground  for  the  more  easy  and 
safe  carrying  up  the  tail  of  the  sough,  one  of  which  was  to 
be  covered  in  forthwith,  and  the  other  way  to  be  kept  ofea 
for  examining  the  sough,  so  long  as  was  necessary  for  that 
purpose,  and  no  longer.     It  was  held,  that,  by  this  grant^^ 
the  liberty  of  making  sough  pits  at  any  time  afterwards^. 
while  the  object  of  the  grant  remained,  being  necessaqg 
for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  sough,  passed  as  indden'^ 
thereto.     In  Gerrard  v.  Cooke  (b),  A.  granted  to  B.,  hi^ 
heirs  and  assigns,  occupiers  of  certain  houses  abutting  xnr-m 
a  piece  of  land  about  eleven  feet  wide,  which  divided  tho^9 
houses  from  another  house  belonging  to  A.,  the  right  ^ 
using  the  said  piece  of  land  as  a  foot  or  carriage  way,  t»  ^ 
gether  with  "  all  other  liberties,  powers,  and  authoritic 
incident  or  appurtenant,  needful  or  necessary,  to  the  m 
occupation,  or  enjoyment  of  the  said  road,  way,  or 


sage/'   It  was  held,  that,  under  these  words,  B.  had  a  ri^Zl 
to  put  down  a  flagstone  upon  this  piece  of  land,  in  firoxif 
of  a  door  opened  by  him  out  of  his  home  into  it.     [Akhr- 
son,  B. — Suppose  tlie  way  granted  were  across  a  ploughed 
field,  would  the  grantee  in  such  case  have  a  right  to  Isy 
down  a  flagstone  ?]     Yes,  if  it  were  necessary  for  the  cwh 

(«:  7  East,  613.  {b)  2  N.  R.  109. 
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lenient  maintenance  of  the  road  in  such  a  state  as  that  he  E*eh.  rf  pieas, 
might  go  over  it.    It  was  found  in  that  case  that  the  road     ^   ^^^'   . 
might  be  used  without    the  flagstone^  though  not  so         Dand 
oonTeniently.    In  Abson  v.  Fenton  (a),  where,  in  a  private     KiNOicoxB. 
act  of  parliament,  for  inclosing  the  waste  lands  of  a  manor, 
tliere  was  a  reservation  to  the  lord  and  his  assigns  of  all 
mines,  &c.,  ''together  with  all  convenient  and  necessary 
ways,  &c.,  then  already  made  or  thereafter  to  be  made,  and 
liberty  of  laying  waggon-ways,  &c.,  at  his  and  their  free 
liU  and  pleasure,  and  to  do  all  such  other  works,  acts,  and 
things  as  might  be  necessary  or  convenient  for  the  full  and 
complete  eiyoyment  thereof,  in  as  full,  ample,  and  bene- 
ficisl  a  maimer,  as  if  that  act  had  not  been  made :''  it  was 
hdd,  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  assignee  of  the 
kxrd^  for  laying  a  waggon-way  over  one  of  the  allotments 
in  aa  improper  direction  and  manner,  that  the  question 
to  be  decided  by  the  jury  was,  whether  the  waggon- 
way  had  been  laid  in  such  a  direction  as  a  person  of  rea- 
sonable skill  would  have  selected,  and  whether  the  mode 
adopted  was  such  as  a  prudent  person  would  have  adopted 
if  he  had  been  making  the  road  over  his  own  land.     That 
case  shews,  that  whatever  be  the  right  reserved,  the  party 
is  authorized  to  exercise  it  in  the  most  reasonable  and  con- 
Tenieat  manner.    In  the  present  case,  if  the  defendant  is 
to  be  confined  to  a  way  to  these  highways,  leading  only 
from  one  vill  to  another,  the  reservation  will  become  futile. 
The  case  of  the  Earl  of  Cardigan  v.  ArmUage  [b)  is  an  ad- 
ditional authority  to  the  same  effect.    In  Senhouse  v. 
^^hriitian  (c),  Ashhurst,  J.,  states  the  question  to  be,  whe- 
ther, under  the  general  grant  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
^ds,  the  party  "  has  not  a  right  to  make  any  such  way  as 

• 

^necessaiy  for  the,  carrying  of  that  commodity?  There 
^  no  great  collieries  in  the  northern  part  of  the  king- 
^  where  they  have  not  those  framed  waggon-ways ;  and 
the  case  itself  expressly  states,  that  the  defendant  cannot 

^") '  B.  ft  C.  195.     {b)  2  B.  &  C.  197 ;  3  D.  &  R.  411.     (c)  1  T.  R.  560. 
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jBxeh.  of  Pktu,  80  oommodioosly  enjoy  this  way  in  any  other  manner. 

Therefore,  under  the  original  grant,  he  has  a  right  to  make 
a  framed  waggon  way,  which  is  necessary  for  the  puipose 
of  canying  his  coals/'  Yet  it  appeared  that  this  kind  ef 
wa^on-way  had  been  introduced  into  nse  since  tiie  date' 
of  the  grant  in  that  case  (1722). 

But  further,  there  is  in  these  deeds  a  compensatimi 
clause,  which  may  well  apply  to  the  making  of  the  roadi 
in  question;   and  the  case  states  that  the  defendant  has 
offered  to  make  full  compensation.     The  covenant  bf 
Uewytt  is,  ''  that  he,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  give  and 
yield  to  [the  grantees],  their  heirs  and  assigns^  such  aecos* 
tomed  recompense  for  digging  and  breaking  the  gromtd  in 
the  fields  and  territories  aforesaid,  in  which  any  pit  or  ptb 
for  getting  of  coal  should  thereafter  haj^en  to  be  sunk  snd 
wrought,  as  formerly  had  been  usually  given  and  allowed  id 
like  cases.''     This  may  well  apply  to  all  injury  done  kj 
digging  for  any  purpose  connected  with  the  getting  ot 
conveyance  of  the  coal,  in  any  part  of  the  land  where  tiioe 
are  pits.     It  is  necessary  to  dig  in  order  to  make  wiji^ 
and  the  owner  of  the  land  would  surely  be  entitled  to  com* 
pensation  for  the  damage  so  done.    The  true  constmctkm 
is,  to  give  compensation  for  digging  or  breaking  the 
ground,  not  only  for  the  purpose  of  opening  pits,  but  ftr     ^ 
every  thing  incidental  to  the  use  of  them.  ^ 

Then  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  tiie  tliM    .  i 
plea.    The  case  indeed  finds,  that  no  coals  have  been  so-      i 
tually  got  by  the  defendant  in  Amble;    but  the  roid      J 
might  nevertheless  be  made  for  the  puipose  of  canying 
away  coal  got  in  Amble.    Then  as  to  the.  new  assignsieni 
to  the  fourth  plea ;  it  states  only  that  the  trespasses  msA 
committed  "  on  other  and  different  occasions,  and  to  a 
greater  extent  than  was  necessary,  and  for  other  and  dif- 
ferent purposes,  and  on  other  parts  of  the  close^  than 
those  mentioned  in  the  plea.   The  plaintiff  thereby  diqpiatss 
only  that  the  railway  is  properly  made,  and  does  not  raise  the 
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qiuestion  whether  any  railway  could  be  made.     The  plain-  Exek.  iff  pieat, 
tiff,  therefore,  is  at  all  events  entitled,  on  this  issue,  only  to     ^  ^      . 
Bominal  damages,  it  not  being  suggested  that  any  real         i>and 
dnnage  or  injury  has  been  sustained  by  any  improper  mode     Kingscotb. 
flf  making,  or  any  improper  direction  of,  the  railway. 

Waimm,  in  reply. — ^First,  as  to  the  question  on  the  new 
aaignment.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  on  that 
iMe,  damages  in  respect  of  all  the  acts  done  by  the  de» 
fadant  beyond  what  he  had  a  right  to  do  by  virtue  of  the 
mervation  in  the  grant.  The  new  assifirnment  necessarily 
-brit.  the  right  t^ake  w.y,  for  canyTg  the  coals,  but 
dleges  that  the  defendant  has  gone  to  a  greater  extent 
Am  waanecessary  for  the  exercise  of  the  right  reserved.  It 
■altogether  excels;  which  could  not  have  been  shewn  on 
I  traverse  (tf  the  right  alleged  in  the  plea. 

The  plaintiff  is  equally  entitled  to  judgment  on  the 
Aifd  plea.      One  purpose  only  is  alleged  in  it  for  the 
Bttddng  of  the  railway — ^viz.,  to  carry  away  coals  got  in 
Amble.    The  defendant  had  no  right,  therefore,  to  lay 
down  a  way  because  he  may  hereafter  get  them;  and  there 
ta  nothing  in  the  case  from  which  to  infer  any  present  in- 
tention in  the  defendant  to  get  the  coals  in  Amble.      Nor 
hss  he  any  right  to  carry  coals  got  in  Amble  through 
Hxuxley.      The  reservation  is  of  the  mines  of  coal  within 
the  territories  of  Amble  thereby  granted,  with  a  way  to  and 
bom  those  mines — i.  e.  through  the  territories  of  Amble. 
Ihit  deed  contains  no  mention  whatever  of  Uauxley ;  and 
the  case  finds  that  there  are  mines  of  coal  in  each  manor* 
It  is  not  necessary  to  dispute  the  inferences  which  have 
Veea  drawn  from  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side ;  but 
ftejr  have  no  application  to  the  present.     The  question 
We  is,  has  a  party,  under  a  reservation  made  in  1630,  a 
nght  to  lay  down  a  railway — a  modem  discovery,   and 
[      wherebv  the  land  is  actually  severed,  and  the  owner  ex- 
chided?    Could  the   defendant,  under  this  reservation. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  claim  a  right  to  make  a  canal,  or  a  tunnel?    The  term 

"  wayleave^'  is  used  to  express  a  right  of  way  over  the 


Dand.       face,  which  shall  leave  the  owner  the  full  enjoyment  of  the 
KiNGscoTB.    soil,  subject  only  to  that  easement.     He  has  a  right  to  ob- 
tain the  produce  of  the  land  firom  the  way  itself.     But 
here  he  is  wholly  excluded — ousted,  according  to  the  deci- 
sion in  Doe  d.  fVaum  v.  Horn,  his  fields  severed  into  por- 
tions, and  the  communication  between  them  taken  aw8f« 
With  regard  to  the  compensation  clause,  that  clearly  does' 
not  apply  to  the  making  of  a  way,  but  only  to  the  digging 
and  breaking  the  ground  for  the  purpose  of  making  pit^ 
and  in  which  the  pits  are  made:  there  is  no  refeienee 
whatever  in  the  covenant  to  the  wayleave,  although  it  hid 
previously  been  expressly  reserved.     Besides,  the  dum 
refers  to  an  '^  accustomed  recompense  /^  and  at  that  time* 
it  was  not  necessary,  nor  had  ever  been  customaiy,  to  cot 
the  ground  in  order  to  make  a  way ;  there  were  then  none 
but  land  sale  collieries,  and  all  the  old  workings  are  dose' 

■ 

to  the  highway.     In  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Edffmgtan,  fto 
lease  was  construed  with  reference  to  the  particidar  vordi. 
employed  in  it,  and  to  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  it 
was  made.     Here,  it  is  clear  that  at  the  time  of  the  deed 
the  parties  never  contemplated  a  railway.     In  Hodgsm  t 
Field,  the  sough  pits  were  absolutely  necessary  for  Hat 
enjoyment  of  the  right  granted.      Gerrard  v.   Cooke  ii 
subject  to  the  same  observation.     In  Abson  v.  Fenion,  the 
words  in  which  the  reservation  was  framed  were  of  ik 
most  general  and  ample  kind — ^it  included  ''  all  conveiM 
and  necessary  ways,  then  already  made  or  thereafter  to  k 
made,"  and  ^'  the  liberty  of  laying  waggon-ways,  &c.,  it 
his  and  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  and  to  do  off  sndi 
other  works,  &c.,  as  might  be  necessary  or  convemad 
for   the  full  and  complete  enjoyment  thereof.'^     Thit 
clearly  comprehended  ways  then  in  use,  or  afterwards  to  be 
invented.    In  Senhouse  v.  Christian,  again,  the  case  is  put 
upon  the  ground,  that  it  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
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parties  at  the  time.  But^  at  all  events^  the  right  can  only  Exeh,  of  PUas, 
be  to  cany  to  the  place  at  which  the  defendant  has  an    ^   ^^^'   . 
outlet  for  the  coals — viz.^  to  the  highway.  Dand 

Cnr.  adv.  vult.         ^inoscote. 

On  a  subsequent  day  in  the  Term^  the  judgment  of  the 
Oout  was  deUyered  by 

Parks,  B. — ^In  this  case,  which  was  argued  a  few  days 
ago,  the  Court  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitied 
to  recover,  but  dekyed  giving  their  judgment,  in  order  to 
look  more  attentively  into  the  pleadings,  and  to  ascertain 
eactly  for  what  trespasses  the  plaintiff  was  entitied  to 
compensation. 

We  entertained  no  doubt  but  that,  under  the  exception  of 
the  deed  of  16S0  of  the  mines  of  coals  in  Amble,  with  the 
itMrvation  of  ''  sufficient  wayleave  and  stayleave,  to  and 
haa  the  said  mines,  with  liberty  of  sinking  and  digging 
f  pit  and  pits,^'  no  easements  were  reserved,  except  for  the 
impose  of  getting  the  coals  under  the  lands  conveyed ;  or 
It  all  events  the  coals  within  the  territories  of  Amble 
whether  the  easements  extended  to  the  latter,  it  is  not 
lecessary  to  decide).  In  like  manner,  the  easements  re- 
icrred  by  the  deed  of  the  same  date,  in  respect  of  the  coals 
R  Hauxley,  could  be  exercised  in  respect  of  those  coals 
Mily.  It  is  impossible  that  the  Court  can  give  these  deeds 
la  effect  greater  than  the  words  are  calculated  to  convey, 
b  cansequence  of  the  contiguity  of  the  two  townships,  and 
ttie  circumstances  that  the  coals  in  each  were  part  of  the 
vne  mineral  field.  It  therefore  follows,  that  every  tres- 
pm  committed  in  Amble,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying 
codt  got  in  Hauxley,  was  unjustifiable,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
C!ntitled  to  recover  for  them ;  he  is  therefore  entitled  to  a 
compensation  for  every  part  of  the  railroad  in  Amble,  and 
for  the  trespasses  in  carrjring  the  Hauxley  coals  along  it. 

The  third  plea,  which  justifies  these  trespasses  under  the 
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Etch.  &f  PUm,  deed  of  1630,  on  which  issue  was  taken^  must  be  found  fii 

.   ^^   ^    the  plaintiff;  as  the  allegation  in  that  plea»  that  it  im 

Damp        convenient  and  necessary  to  make  a  road  or  way  in  tti 

KiNoacoTB.     closes  in  Amble,  at  the  time  when  it  was  made^  to  convq 

coals  got  in  Amble,  was  not  proved.    The  second  plei^ 

founded  on  a  supposed  manorial  custom,  as  also  the  spedal 

plea  to  the  first  new  assignment,  were  also  unaappoftB^ 

by  the  evidence. 

It  remains,  therefore,  to  consider,  for  what  trespanei  is 
Hauxley  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Those  complained  of  are,  first,  the  making  a  steaai» 
engine,  and  pond  for  supplying  it,  and  engine-house,  airi 
buildings ;  secondly,  the  making  a  framed  railroad  of  im 
on  stone  pillars  or  sleepers,  from  the  pit  in  Hauxley  dimt 
to  the  boundary  of  Amble,  to  communicate  thenoe  witk 
the  river  Coqu6t,  with  ditches  and  wooden  rails  on  eiA 
side,  embracing  a  width  of  thirty-five  feet,  and  the  oon« 
struction  of  embankments,  and  cutting  the  soil,  in  ordtf 
to  make  a  level  railroad.  Thirdly,  the  making  embsab 
ments  and  cuttings  in  two  other  fields,  for  a  railroad,  irlndi 
was  abandoned. 

It  will  be  proper  to  take  the  several  heads  of  damage  ia 
their  order.     First,  as  the  coals  in  all  the  seams  are  cs« 
oepted,  and  a  right  to  dig  pits  for  getting  those  ooab 
reserved,  all  things  that  are  ''  depending  on  that  right,  ani 
necessary  for  the  obtaining  it,^^  are  reserved  also,  aocordiBg 
to  the  rule  in  Sheppard^s  Touchstone,  100.   Consequentlfi 
the  coal-owner  had,  as  incident  to  the  liberty  to  dig  pit% 
the  right  to  fix  such  machinery  as  would  be  neoessaiy  to 
drain  the  mines,  and  draw  the  coals  from  the  pits.    TIm^ 
case  finds  that  the  steam-engine  which  was  erected,  WH 
necessary  for  the  winning  and  working  the  lower  searni^' 
which  are  the  principal  seams  in  that  coal  field;  and  tiier»- 
fore  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  erect  it. 

The  pond  for  the  supply  of  the  engine,  and  the  engine^ 
house,  seem  to  have  been  necessary  accessaries  to  audi  ua 


eqgme^  and  wofe  therefore  lawfully  made ;  but  whether  the  ^tk,  ^  PUtu^ 
Aeda  were,  is  iiot  stated;  aud  if  there  be  a  question  as  to     v   ^^'   ^ 
Aem,  the  arbitrator  may  determine  it.    It  may  not  be  im^         i>ano 
inper  to  obserr^  that  a  compensation  seems  to  us  to  be     Kimgscotb. 
dns  fcnr  the  iiguiy  to  the  soil  by  making  these  ac^uncts  to 
tke  i^ty  the  steam-engine^  and  its  accessaries^  as  well  as  for 
di|ging  the  pits  themselves|y  under  the  provision  in  the 
\  deed  of  1630;  whether  there  is  any  due  for  the  railroad^  is 
I  ^btiiiL 

The  second  head  of  damage  is  the  construction  of  the 
wi^nj  to  the  boundary  of  Amble — ^the  inclosing  it,  and 
fti  catting  the  soil. 

Upon  referring  to  the  fOuMh  plea.^  and  the  new  assign* 

Beat  upon  itj  (for  it  is  not  trayersed)^  it  i^pears  to  us  that 

it  is  not  <^ien  to  the  plaintiff  to  contend  in  this  action^  that 

itm  qpedes  of  railroad  made  with  stone^  iron^  and  wood, 

ttt  not  convenient,  proper^  and  necessary,  under  the  terms 

of  the  reservation;  nor  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  cut 

tie  soil  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  level,  and  to  make  a 

^MNmd  or  embankment.    These  facts  are  all  averred  in  th$ 

idei^  and  are  not  traversed;  and  the  effect  of  the  new  as- 

tigmnent  is,  not  strictly  to  admit  the  truth  of  these  facts, 

hot  to  withdraw  them  entirely  firom  consideration  as  the 

•object  of  the  action,  and  to  preclude  the  plaintiff  firom 

comphiining  of  them :  and  the  true  grounds  of  complaint 

sie  to  be  sought  in  the  explanation  of  the  declaration  con- 

Inied  in  the  new  assignment.    These  are  for  trespasses  on 

odier  occasions,  of  which  the  special  case  supplies  no 

fnof— and  for  trespassing  to  a  greater  extent  than  was 

neoeisaiy  for  exercising  the  reserved  rights,  and  in  parts  of 

tbe  dose  where  there  was  no  right  of  wayleave. 

This  renders  it  necessary  to  look  at  the  £acts  found  in 
tbe  case,  to  ascertain  whether  the  railroad  was  constructed 
ma  direction,  or  in  a  manner,  unauthorized  by  the  reser- 

This  reservation  is  to  be  construed,  according  to  the 
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Sxeh.  of  Pleat,  rule  laid  down  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  100,  in  the  san 
.  *  ^     wayasa  grant  by  theowner  of  the  soil  of  the  like  libertiei 

Dakd  "  for  what  will  pass  by  words  in  a  grant,  will  be  excepted  I 
K1NO8COTE.  like  words  in  an  exception."  Now  the  resenration  is  of  tl 
right  to  dig  a  pit  or  pits,  (which  pits  are  mentioned  in  i] 
compensation  clause  to  be  such  as  may  thereafter  higspt 
to  be  simk),  and  of  ^tf^Scien/ wayleave  and  stayleaye,  cos 
nected  with  those  pits.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  d 
ject  of  the  reservation  is  to  get  the  coals  beneficialfy  to  ti 
owner  of  them,  and  therefore  it  should  seem,  that  the 
passes  by  it  a  right  to  such  a  description  of  wayleave^  ai 
in  such  a  direction,  as  will  be  reasonably  mifficieni  to  « 
able  the  coal-owner  to  get,  £rom  time  to  time,  all  the  scan 
of  coal  to  a  reasonable  profit  j  and  therefore  the  owner 
not  confined  to  such  description  of  way  as  is  in  use  at  tT 
time  of  the  grant,  and  in  such  a  direction  as  is  then  cq 
venient. 

Adopting  this  rule  of  construction,  the  question  is,  wh 
ther  the  direction  or  mode  of  construction  of  the  raihrcM 
were  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  getting  ti 
3rd  seam  of  coal,  in  a  manner  beneficial  to  the  coal- 
owner. 

Upon  the  facts  found  in  the  case,  we  have  some  little 
difficulty  in  determining  these  questions  satisfactorily. 

It  is  found,  '^  that  without  a  railway  for  Mpmeni,  Ha 
lower  seams  could  not  be  worked  without  loss,  as  hifm 
stated;*^  and  the  statement  before  made  is,  '' that  j£30,OOC 
was  expended  on  the  steam-engine,  &c.,  and  that /or  Itoi 
ewpenditure  there  could  be  no  adequate  return,  imless  b} 
the  profits  from  an  export  trade."  If  it  is  meant  (as  probii 
biy  it  was)  that  this  sum  was  necessarily  expended,  in  ordei 
to  work  the  lower  seams  in  a  reasonably  beneficial  man' 
ner,  and  therefore  that  a  railway  for  shipment  was  neces- 
sary for  the  fair  working  of  those  seams,  we  cannot  saj 
that  there  has  been  anything  improper  in  the  direction  o' 
mode  of  construction  of  the  railway.     The  direction  wa 


HILARY    TEBMj  3  VICT.  199 

proper  in  constmcting  a  railway  for  shipment^  though  it  E^ch.  of  PUat^ 
lead  to  a  place  where  the  defendant  was  a  trespasser,  inas-     ^     y^*   - 
much  as  it  was  convenient  for  the  purposes  of  tfie  coal-mine,         ^^^^ 
which  was  the  meaning  of  the  reservation,  and  which  is  the     Kinoscote, 
only  thing  to  be  looked  to  in  construing  it ;  and  whether 
the  defendant  would  be  liable  to  make  amends  for  wrong- 
ful acts  in  constructing  the  raikoad  in  another  part  of  the 
same  line,  does  not  appear  to  be  material,  so  long  as  the 
railroad  remains  unobstructed,  and  capable  of  being  used 
m  that  place.  The  true  question  is,  whether  the  entire  rail- 
road is  convenient :  when  it  is  obstructed,  (as  it  may  be  by 
the  owner  of  the  soil  in  Amble),  and  ceases  to  be  passable, 
it  will  be  no  longer  convenient  for  the  purposes  of  the 
mines,  and  the  part  in  Hauxley  will  not  be  lawfully  used. 
The  direction  therefore  was  proper.     Nor,  upon  the  sup- 
position that  a  railway  for  shipping  was  necessary,  can  we 
saj  there  was  any  excess  in  the  mode  of  construction ;  for 
the  case  finds  that  the  railroad  has  been  judiciously  de- 
ogaed  and  constructed;  that  no  unnecessary  ground  has 
been  taken,   or  injury  been  done  in  making  it.     I'he 
fences  and  ditches  to  the  railway  do  not  appear  to  have 
been  found  by  the  arbitrator  to  be  necessary,  and  there- 
fore in  respect  of  those  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 
These  observations  will  enable  the  arbitrator  to  assess 
the  compensation. 

The  only  remaining  head  is,  the  damage  by  the  partial 
construction  of  the  abandoned  railroad.  The  defendant 
has  by  his  conduct  shewn,  that  a  railway  in  that  direction 
was  unnecessary,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
f^f  the  damage  occasioned  by  it. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly. 


^OL.  VI.  P  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

The  Brighton 
Railway  Act,  1 
Vict  c.  cxix.  8. 
155,  requires 
the  conveyance 
of  shares  to  be 
by  writing,  du- 
ly stamped,  to 
be  under  the 
hands  and  seals 
of  both  parties. 
The  clause  af- 
terwards calls 
the   instrument 
a  "  deed  or  con- 
veyance," and  a 
'*  deed  of  sale  or 
transfer." — 
Held,  that  this 
conveyance 
must,  in  order 
to  satisfy  the 
statute,  be  by 
deed:  and 
therefore  that 
an  instrument 
of  transfer  of 
shares,  exe- 
cuted by  the 
proprietor  of 
such  shares, 
with  the  name 
of  the  purchaser 
in  blank,  and 
handed  over  by 
him  to  the  plain- 
tiff, by  whom,  on 
the  sale  of  such 
shares  to  the 
defendant,  the 
defendant's 
name  was  in- 
serted  as  the 
purchaser, 
was  void. 


HiBBLEWHITE  V.  M'MoBlNE. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated,  tliat  on  the  10th 
of  September,  1838,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in   manner  following:  that  is  to 
say,  that  the  defendant  had  that  day  purchased  finom  the 
plaintiff  fifty  shares  in  the  Brighton  Railway  Company,  to 
be  transferred  and  delivered,  and  paid  for,  on  or  before  the 
1st  day  of  March,  1839,  or  at  any  intermediate  date  that 
the  defendant  might  require  them,  by  paying  the  plaintiff 
for  the  said  shares  at  par  per  share,  together  with  alL^ 
calls  that  might  have  been  paid  on  the  same  by  the  plain-^, 
tiff  j  the  plaintiff  thereby  binding  himself,  his  heirs,  exe^^ 
cutors,  and  assigns,  to  execute  to  the  defendant,  or  hir  ^ 
nominee  or  nominees,  a  legal  transfer  of  the  said 
for  which  the  defendant  was  to  make   payment  to  tl 
plaintiff  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  March,  1839  :  and  - 
was  understood  and  agreed,  that  the  defendant  should 
entitled  to  all  new  shares  that  might  accrue  or  be  appp<^ 
priated  to  the  holder  of  the  said  fifty  shares :  it  was  also 
agreed,  if  the  payment  were  not  made  on  the  1st  day  c/ 
March,  1839,  that  the  plaintiff  reserved  full  power  to  re- 
sell the  said  fifty  shares  at  the  defendant's  cost  and  risk, 
claiming  from  him  any  deficiency,  or  accounting  to  him 
for  any  surplus  that  might  arise  from  the  sale  thereof. 
The  declaration  then,  after  an  averment  of  mutual  pro- 
mises, alleged,  that  the  defendant  did  not  require  the  said 
fifty  shares  to  be  transferred  and  delivered  to  him  at  any 
time  before  the  said  Ist  day  of  March,  1839,  and  that  no 
new  shares  had  accrued  or  been  appropriated  to  the  holder 
of  the  said  fifty  shares,  before  the  resale  thereof  therein- 
after mentioned.     It  then  averred,  that  on  the  said  1st 
day  of  March,  and  from  thence  to  the  resale  thereof  by 
the  plaintiff  thereinafter  mentioned,  he  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  and  willing  to  transfer  and  deliver  the  said  fifty 
shares  to  the  defendant,  if  the  defendant  would  then  have 
paid  for  the  same ;  of  which  the  defendant  during  all  that 
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time  had  notice :  and  then^  to  wit^  on  the  said  Ist  day  of  F.xeK  of  puom^ 
March  in  the  year  aforesaid,  he  the  phdntiff  offered  the     ^  ^      ^ 
defendant  to  execute  to  the  defendant,  or  any  nominee  or    Hibblewhite 
nominees  of  the  defendant,  a  legal  transfer  bf  the  said     m*Morinb. 
shares,  on  payment  by  the  defendant  for  the  said  shares 
according  to  the  said  agreement,  &c. :  but  the  defendant 
did  not  nor  would,  then  or  at  any  time  before  the  said 
time  of  reselling  the  same  thereinafter  mentioned,  accept 
ind  pay  for  the  said  shares,  but  altogether  refused  so 
to  do;  whereupon  the  plaintiff,  after  the  said  1st  day  of 
March,  and  after  such  refiisal  and  nonpayment  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  March  in  the  year  afore- 
nid,  resold  the  said  shares,  and  upon  such  resale  there  was 
a  deficiency  and  loss  to  the  plaintiff  of  256/.  6^.,  of  which 
tbe  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  had  notice,  &c. 
&c.  [alleging  nonpayment  of  that  simi] .     There  was  also 
&  comit  on  an  account  stated. 

fleas — ^first,  non  assumpsit;   secondly,  (as  to  the  first 
^^Ofimt),  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to 
transfer  and  dehver  the  said  fifty  shares  to  the  defendant, 
if  the  defendant  would  have  paid  for  the  same,  nor  did 
the  plaintiff  offer  to  the  defendant  to  execute  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  any  nominee  or  nominees  of  the  defendant, 
^  legal  transfer  of  the  said  shares,  on  such  payment  as  in 
tKe  said  first  count  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  in  manner 
^xid  form,  &c. ;  thirdly,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
^tipposed  agreement  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  at  any 
tune  between  that  day  and  the  said  1st  day  of  March,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  said  fifty  shares  in 
tbat  count  mentioned,  or  of  any  of  them,  nor  had  he  good 
'^[ht  or  title  to  execute  a  legal  transfer  of  such  shares,  or 
^  any  of  them,  according  to  the  said  agreement  in  that 
^^^^;  concluding  with  a  verification ;  fourthly,  as  to  the 
breach  in  the  first  count  lastly  mentioned,  that  the  plaintiff 
^d  not  resell  the  aaid  shares  or  any  part  of  them,  in  man- 
^^  and  form,  &c. ;  and  fifthly,  as  to  the  same  breach,  that 

p2 


202  CAgES   IN   THE    EXCHEQUER, 

£gch.  of  Pleat,  upon  the  supposed  resale  there  was  not  a  deficiency  and 

'  ^     loss,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  count  alleged.    There 

HiBBLEWHiTE  ^as  a  sixth  plea,  which  was  disposed  of  on  demurrer  (a). 

H*MoRiNB.         The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  all  the  above  pleas  but  the 

third,  and  to  that  replied,  that  on  the  Ist  of  March,  the 

plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  of  the  said  shares,  and  then 

liad  good  right  and  title  to  execute  a  legal  transfer  thereof: 

on  which  also  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
after  Trinity  Term,  1839,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the 
facts  of  the  case. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  1888,  the  plaintiff  and  a 
Mr.  Sheldon  each  sold  to  the  defendant,  through  their 
broker,  Mr.  John  Grolding,  fifty  shares  in  the  London  and 
Brighton  Bailway.  The  defendant  signed  the  following 
written  contract : — 

"  Mr.  Hibblewhite,  Liverpool,  10th  Sept.  1888. 

Sir, — I  have  this  day  purchased  firom  you  fifty  ahaies 
in  the  Brighton  Bailway  Company,  to  be  transferred,  deli- 
vered, and  paid  for  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  March, 
1839,  or  at  any  intermediate  date  that  I  may  require 
them,  by  paying  you  for  the  said  shares  at  par  per  share, 
together  with  all  caUs  that  may  have  been  paid  on  tiie 
same :  you  hereby  binding  yourself,  your  heirs,  executors, 
and  assigns,  to  execute  to  me,  or  to  my  nominee  or 
nominees,  a  legal  transfer  of  the  said  shares,  for  which  I 
am  to  make  payment  to  you  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of 
March,  1839.  It  is  understood  and  agreed,  that  I  shall  be 
entitled  to  all  new  shares  that  may  accrue  or  be  appropri^ 
ated  to  the  holder  of  the  said  fifty  shares.  It  is 
agreed,  if  the  payment  be  not  made  on  the  Ist  day 
March,  1839,  that  you  reserve  full  power  to  reseU  the  sail 
fifty  shares  at  any  cost  and  risk,  claiming  from  me  any  de 
ficiency,  or  accoimting  to  me  for  any  surplus,  that  ma~ 
arise  from  the  resale  of  them. — I  am,  &c. 

'^Witness,  J.  Found.  George  M'Mobinx.'' 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  462. 
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At  the  time  of  entering  into  this  contract^  the  plaintiff  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
was  not  himself  the  proprietor  of  any  shares ;  but  on  the     ^     y^*  ^ 
12th  September  he  went  into  the  market,  and  purchased^   Hibblewhits 
through  a  sharebroker,  100  shares,  at  12^.  6d,  discount,  to     m'Morxne. 
be  delivered  to  him  on  the  15th  of  December  following. 
On  that  day  the  plaintiff  received  100  certificates  for 
shares,  in  the  form  given  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  1  Vict, 
c  dXL,  s.  140,  in  the  name  of  Richard  Williams  Pritchard, 
numbered  from  31.625  to  81.734,  together  with  three 
transfiers  from  Pritchard,  with  blanks  left  for  the  pur- 
chaser's name,  the  consideration,  and  the  date ;  one  for 
forty  shares,  Nos.  from  31.625  to  31.674  inclusive;  ano- 
ther for  forty,  from  31.675  to  81.714;   and  the  third  for 
twenty,  from  31.715  to  31.734  inclusive.    The  following  is 
ft  copy  of  one  of  these  transfers : — 

"  London  and  Brighton  Railway  C!ompany. 

"  I,  Bichard  Williams  Pritchard,  of  Liverpool,  in 

consideration  of  the  sxun  of  ,  paid  to  me  by 

of  ,  do  hereby  assign 

^  transfer  to  the  said  twenty  fifty 

poond  shares,  nxunbered  31.715  to  81.734  both  inclusive, 

^f  and  in  the  undertaking  called  the  London  and  Brighton 

^^way,  to  hold  unto  the  said 

^^ecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  se- 
^^fal  conditions  on  which  I  held  the  same  immediately 
**^fere  the  execution  hereof;  and  I,  the  said 

do  hereby  agree  to  accept  and  take  the  said 
^^^^:res,  subject  to  the  conditions  aforesaid.  As  witness  our 
^^^Hds  and  seals  this  day  of  in  the 

of  our  Lord,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty. 

Signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by 
the  said  R.  W.  Pritchard,  in  the 
presence  of 
"  Richard  Cobb,  1,  Dale-street. 

''  R.  W.  Pritchard,  (L.  S.) 
"  Signed  (t.  S.y 
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Bxeh.  of  PUatt      Between  the  date  of  the  agreement  and  the  Ist  of  March 

1  QAfi 

-  following,  two  calls  of  £3  each  became  due,  which  were  not 
HiBBLEWHiTE  paj^  fcj  thc  plaintiff;  but  evidence  was  given  of  a  verbal 
M*MoRiNE.  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff 
should  not  be  required  to  pay  up  the  intermediate  calls, 
but  that  he  the  defendant  would  prefer  taking  the  shares 
at  their  price  before  payment  of  those  calls.  On  the  1st 
March,  transfers  executed  by  Pritchard,  as  above  set  forth, 
were  produced  by  the  plaintiff's  broker  to  the  defendant, 
and  he  offered  to  fill  up  the  blanks  for  the  name  of  the 
transferee,  with  the  name  of  the  defendant  or  his  nominee^ 
on  the  defendant's  paying  the  agreed  price.  The  defendant, 
however,  refused  to  accept  the  shares;  whereupon  they 
were  resold  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  then  market  price,  and 
the  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  256JL 
2s,  6d,  and  interest,  being  the  difference  between  that  and 
the  price  at  par  per  share. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  objected,  first,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover,  inasmuch  as  he  was  incapable 
on  the  1st  of  March  of  making  a  good  conveyance  of  the 
shares  to  the  defendant,  Pritchard  being  then  the  proprietor 
of  them,  and  not  the  plaintiff;  secondly,  that  the  convey- 
ance was  invalid  by  the  157th  section  of  the  act  of  Pariia- 
ment,  the  calls  due  before  the  1st  of  March  not  having 
been  previously  paid;  and  thirdly,  that  the  conveyance 
tendered  to  the  defendant  was  void  at  common  law^  the 
name  of  the  transferee  not  having  been  inserted  in  it  at 
the  time  of  its  execution  by  Pritchard.  On  all  or  some  of 
these  grounds  it  was  insisted  that  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  on  the  second  and  third  issues.  The 
learned  Judge  overruled  the  objections,  and  a  verdict  was 
taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Alexander  obtained  a  rule  nisi  fin 
a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  above  mentioned;  againss 
which,  in  the  same  term. 
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Crestwdl  and  CowUng  shewed  cause  {a).     [The  argu-  Exch.  rf  vuv, 
menta  on  the  two  first  points  are  omitted^  as  the  judgment     ^  ^^^' 


(a)  The  following  are  the  clauses 
of  the  act  of  Pariuunent,  which  are 
msterial  to  this  case : — 

Sect.  140. — ^The  said  company 
shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required, 
at  their  first  or  some  subsequent 
generil  meeting,  and  afterwards 
from  time  to  time,  to  cause  the 
names  of  the  seyeral  corporations, 
and  the  names  and  additions  of  the 
■even]  persons,  who  shall  then  be, 
or  who  shall  from  time  to  time 
dwreafier  become  entitled  to  shares 
in  the  said  undertaking,  with  the 
nnmber  of  shares  to  which  they  are 
Rspectively  entitled,  and  also  the 
proper  number  by  which  every 
ihare  shall  be  distinguished,  to  be 
fidriy  and  distinctly  entered  in  a 
Ml  to  be  kept  by  the  said  com- 
piny,  and  after  such  entry  made  to 
cause  the  conunon  seal  to  be  affixed 
titereto;  and  the  said  company 
^,  from  time  to  time,  cause  a 
a  certificate  or  ticket,  with  the  com- 
1M&  seal  of  the  saidcompany  affix- 
ed thereto,  to  be  delivered  to  every 
■Qch  proprietor  on  demand,  speci- 
^ing  the  share  or  shares  to  which 
^  ii  entitled  in  the  said  undertak- 

• 

^)  mch  proprietor  paying  to  the 

•"d  company  the  sum  of  two  shil- 

^  and  sixpence,  and  no  more,  for 

^^  such  certificate  or  ticket;  and 

**ch  certificate  or  ticket  shall  be 

***"tted  in  all  courts  whatever  as 

^"^k  fiude  evidence  of  the  title  of 

^^  respective  proprietors,  their 

'^^essots,  executors,  administra- 

'^a  or  assigns,  to  the  share  or 

^^'^  therein;   but  the  want  of 

f  ?^^  certificate  or  ticket  shall  not 

*^*^er  or  prevent  the  proprietor  of 


any  of  the  said  shares  from  selling 
or  disposing  thereof:  and  such  cer- 
tificate or  ticket  may  be  in  the 
words  or  to  the  effect  following: 
(that  is  to  say), 

"London  and  Brighton  Railway 
Company : 

"  Number  — 
"  These  are  to  certify  that  A.  B. 
of  is  the  proprietor  of 

the  share  (or  shares)  number 
of  the  London  and  Brighton  Rail- 
way Company,  subject  to  the  rules 
and  regulations  and  orders  of  the 
said  company. 

"  Given  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  said  company,  the        day 
of        in  the  year  of  our  Lord    ," 
Sect.  155.— It  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  several  proprietors  of  the 
shares  of  the  said  undertaking,  and 
their  respective  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, and  successors,  to  sell 
and  dispose  of  any  shares  to  which 
they  shall  be  entitled  therein,  sub- 
ject to  the  rules  and  conditions 
herein  mentioned,  and  the  form  of 
conveyance  of  shares  shall  be  in 
writing  duly  stamped,  and  may  be 
in  the  following  words,  or  to  the 
like  effect,  varying  the  names  and 
descriptions  of  the  contracting  par- 
ties, as  the  case  may  require:  (that 
is  to  say), 

"  J,  A.  B.,  of  in  consider- 

ation of  the  sum  of  paid  to  me 
by  C.  D.  of  do  hereby  assign 

and  transfer  the  said  C.  D.  share 
(or  shares),  numbered  of  and 
in  the  undertaking  called  'The 
London  and  Brighton  Railway,' 
to  hold  unto  the  said  C.  D.,  his  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns. 


HiBBLBWHITB 

0. 

M'MORINE. 


CASKS   IN   THK   BXCHBQUSBj 


IINE. 


^Uas,  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the  last  only.]  The  question 
'^^  is,  whether  the  transfer  executed  by  the  orighial  holder, 
rum  Pritchard^  in  blanks  was  capable  of  being  used  as  a  con- 
veyance of  these  shares  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant 
It  is  contended^  that  a  deed  executed  in  blank  is  void,  and 
cannot  be  used  as  an  instrument  of  transfer  to  a  purchaseTj 
by  afterwards  inserting  his  name.  But  first,  this  instroment 
is  not  a  deed.  All  that  is  required  by  the  155th  section  oi 
the  statute  is,  that  the  form  of  conveyance  of  flhaies  diall 
be  *'  by  writing  duly  stamped.''  There  is  nothing  to  re- 
quire an  indenture.  There  are,  indeed,  subjoined  to  the 
form  of  conveyance  there  given,  the  words  ''as  witness  om 
hands  and  seals,*  &c.:  but  an  instrument  under  seal  is  not 


(or  successora  and  assigns),  subject 
to  the  seyeral  conditions  on  which 
I  held  the  same  immediately  before 
the  execution  hereof,  and  I  the 
said  C.  D.  do  hereby  agree  to  accept 
and  take  the  said  share  (or  shares) 
subject  to  the  conditions  aforesaid, 
as  witness  our  hands  and  seals,  the 
day  of  ."  And  on  every  such 
sale  the  deed  or  conveyance  (being 
executed  by  the  seller  and  pur- 
chaser) shall  be  kept  by  the  said 
company,  or  by  the  secretary  or 
clerk  of  the  said  company,  who 
shall  enter  in  some  book  to  be  kept 
for  that  purpose  a  memorial  of  such 
transfer  and  sale,  and  indorse  the 
entry  of  such  memorial  on  the  said 
deed  of  sale  or  transfer,  for  which 
entry  and  indorsement  the  sum 
of  two  shillings  and  sixpence,  and 
no  more,  shall  be  paid  to  the  said 
company ;  and  the  said  company,  or 
the  said  secretary  or  clerk,  is  hereby 
required  to  make  such  entry  or  me- 
morial accordingly,  and  on  demand 
to  make  an  indorsement  of  such 
transfer  on  the  certificate  of  each 
share  so  sold,  and  deliver  the  same 


to  the  purchaser  for  hb  lecmitji 
for  which  indorsement  no  men 
than  two  shillings  and  aizpaioc 
shall  be  paid;  and  such  indon^ 
ment,  being  signed  by  the  said  wt- 
cretary  or  derk,  shall  be  considerad 
in  every  respect  the  tame  as  a  iwv 
certificate :  and  untQ  such  memon 
shall  have  been  made  and  entwr 
as  before  directed,  the  seller  of  m 
share  shall  remain  liable  for  all 
ture  calls,  and  the  purchaaer  if 
have  no  part  or  share  of  the  pr 
of  the  said  undertaking,  nor  an; 
terest  in  respect  of  such  share 
to  him,  nor  any  vote  in  if 
thereof  as  a  proprietor  of  tfa 
undertaking." 

Sect.  157. — No  person  or 
ration  shall  sell   or  trantf 
share  which  he  or  they  sh 
sess  in  the  said  undertakin 
any  call  shall  have  been  ? 
any  sum  of  money  in  n 
such  share,  unless  he  or  tl 
time  of  such  sale  and  trai 
have  paid  the  full  sum 
which  shall  have  been  c 
respect  of  such  share. 


HILARY   TBRM^  3  VICT.  207 

necessarily  a  deed, — even  supposing  it  to  be  imperative  by  Bxeh.  of  Pieas, 
the  statute  to  affix  a  seal,  all  that  is  said  being  that  the  - 

instroment  "may  be  in  the  following  words,  or  to  the  like  Hibblewhitb 
effect/'    It  is  called,  in  other  parts  of  the  clause,  the  deed     M'Morine. 
or  conveyance"  and  " the  deed  of  sale  or  transfer/'     It  is 
submitted^  however,  that  if  it  be  in  writing,  and  stamped, 
that  is  strictly  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  requisitions  of  the  sta- 
tute.   No  delivery  is  required.    To  whom,  indeed,  could  it 
be  delivered  ?    Neither  of  the  parties  who  are  to  seal  it  is 
to  have  an  interest  in  it;  it  is  to  be  kept  by  the  company 
or  their  officer.    There  may  be  a  binding  contract  under 
seal,  without  delivery;  but  the  instrument  is  not  a  deed 
without  it.    Warrants  of  attorney,  awards,  &c.,  are  under 
teal,  but  are  not  therefore  necessarily  deeds.    It  is  clear  the 
BciDer  could  never  mean  to  deliver  this  instrument  absolutely 
until  it  were  also  delivered  by  the  purchaser ;  he  would  not 
partwith  his  interest  until  he  had  a  transferee  who  was  bound 
by  the  contract.    Delivery,  therefore,  cannot  be  necessary 
in  order  to  make  the  instrument  effectual.    Nor  are  any 
attesting  witnesses  required.    There  is  ^no  difficulty  as  to 
the  stamp ;  that  is  reqidred  only  for  the  purposes  of  evi- 
dence, and  may  be  subsequently  affixed  on  payment  of  the 
penalty;  but  the  instrument  is  valid  as  a  transfer  without 
it.    Many  instruments  which  derive  efficiency  from  the 
lealing,  as  a  writ,  may  be  sealed  in  blank,  and  filled  up 
afterwards.      That  is  always  the  case  with  respect  to 
snbpcenas.     So,  mercantile  contracts  are  frequently  signed 
in  blank,  and  when  afterwards  filled  up,  become  valid  and 
effective  instruments.      Bills  of   exchange  accepted    in 
'  blank,  upon  a  blank  stamp,  may  be  afterwards  filled  up 
to  the  amoimt  of  the  stamp  (a).     So  here,  the  signature  of 
the  proprietor  is  an  authority  to  the  bearer  of  the  instru- 
ment to  fill  it  up  at  any  time  with  any  name  he  thinks  fit. 
It  is  more  like  a  warrant  of  attorney,  authorizing  another 

ia)  See  per  Tmdai,  C.  J.,  in  Schultz  v.  Asileif,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  553. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUat,  party  to  be  substitated  as  the  purchaser.   A  deed  would  not 
^  ^^      .    have  been  necessary  for  this  purpose  at  common  law;  and 

HiBBLEWHiTE  thc  Court  wUl  not^  unless  compelled^  construe  the  statute 
M'MoRiifE.    so  as  to  make  it  necessary.    All  that  is  required  is^  that 
the  Company  may  have  possession  of  a  document  signed 
and  sealed  by  both  parties^  to  shew  their  assent  to  tlie 
transfer. 

But,  secondly,  supposing  that  this  instrument  is  to  be 
considered  strictly  as  a  deed,  yet  a  deed  executed  in  blanl^ 
and  delivered  to  A.,  to  be  by  him  handed  over  to  the  putf 
who  is  to  be  benefited  by  it  on  performance  of  a  oertnn  : 
act,  when  so  handed  over  by  A.,  is  a  good  and  valid  m.   ] 
strument  in  law.     Texira  v.  Evam  {a)  is  precisely  in  point 
There  the  defendant,  wanting  to  borrow  £400,  or  so  moA 
of  it  as  his  credit  should  be  able  to  raise,  executed  a  bodl, 
with  blanks  for  the  name  and  sum,  and  sent  an  agent  to 
raise  money  on  the  bond.    The  plaintiff  lent  £200  on  i^ 
and  the  agent  accordingly  filled  up  the  blanks  with  tint 
sum  and  the  plaintiff's  name,  and  delivered  the  bond  to 
him.    On  non  est  fstctum  pleaded.  Lord  Mansfield  held  it 
a  good  deed.     [Parke,  B. — ^Does  it  appear  whether  tlie 
agent  was  authorized  by  power  of  attorney?]     No;  bat 
such  authority  would  not  be  requisite  to  enable  him  to 
deliver,  although  it  would  be  to  sign  or  seal :  Shop.  Tondut 
57.     The  passage  in  BuUer's  Nisi  Prius,  267,  where  it  k 
said  that  ''  if  there  be  blanks  left  in  an  obligation  in 
places  material,  and  filled  up  afterwards  by  assent  of  p«^ 
ties,  yet  is  the  obligation  void,  for  it  is  not  the  same  con- 
tract that  was  sealed  and  delivered,''  is  not  warranted  by 
the  authority  there  referred  to,  of  Pigofs  ease  (&),  as  stated 
in  2  Rol.  Abr.  29,  pi.  2,  3.  That  authority  refers  to  an  inter- 
lineation without  the  privity  of  the  obligor.     In  Hudmm  v. 
Revett  (c),  where,  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  to  trustees  fer 

(a)  Cited  in  MaaUr  v.  MUler,       {b)  11  Rep.  27. 
1  Anstr.  228.  (c)  5  Bing.  269;  2  M.  &  P.  663. 
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the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  particulars  of  whose  demands  Exeh.  of  puat, 
were  stated  in  the  deed,  a  blank  was  left  for  one  of  the  '   ^ 

principal  debts,  the  amount  of  which  was  not  exactly  as-    Hibblbwhitb 
certained  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the     M'Morimb. 
debtor,  but  the  blank  was  filled  up  the  next  day  in  the 
presence  and  with  the  assent  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held 
that  the  deed  was  valid  notwithstanding.     Deeds  of  ar* 
nngement  with  creditors  are  always  left  blank  as  to  the 
creditors,  who  afterwards  sign.     So,  in  the  deeds  of  settle- 
ment of  joint  stock  companies,  blanks  are  left  for  such 
parties  as  may  come  inf.    Markham  v.  Gonaston  (a)  is  an 
nthority  to  the  same  effect  as  Hudson  v.  Reveit,  and  is 
inconsistent  with  the  unqualified  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice 
[      BuUer,    In  Jenmngs  y.  Bragg  (&),  where  a  disseisee  out  of 
ponession  made  a  lease  for  years,  and  delivered  it  as  an 
escrow  to  a  stranger,  recommending  him  to  enter  on  the 
lind,  and  then  to  deliver  it  as  his  deed,  who  did  it  accord- 
ingly, Anderson,  J.,  said  it  was  a  good  lease,  for  it  was  not 
Ui  deed  until  the  second  delivery,  at  which  time  he  had 
good  right  and  power  to  let  it.    There  the  execution  and 
deli?ery  are  treated  aa  one  whole  transaction,  consisting  of 
KTeral  parts.    Bayletf,  J.,  takes  the  same  view  in  Doe  d. 
Uwit  V.  Bingham  (c),  holding  a  deed,  whereby  a  mortgagee 
conveyed  to  a  mortgi^or,  and  the  latter  reconveyed  to 
tnutees  for  securing  an  annuity,  as  **  one  entire  trans- 
>ctimi,  operating,  as  to  the  different  parties  to  it,  from  the 
time  of  the  execution  by  each,  but  not  perfect  till  the  exe- 
<^ntum  by  all  the  conveying  parties/^  and  therefore  that 
^y  iteration  made  in  the  progress  of  such  transaction, 
til  left  the  deed  valid  as  to  the  parties  previously  exe- 
cnting  it,  provided  it  did  not  alter  their  situation.    The 
ame  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  Murray  v.  Earl  of  Stair  {d), 
and  Maison  v.  Booth  (e).    In  England  v.  Roper  (/),  it  was 

(a)  Cro.  EHb.  627 ;  Moore,  547.      (d)  2  B.  &  Cr.  82 ;  3  D.  &  R.  678. 

(b)  Cro.Eliz.446;  3  Buktr.  215.      (e)  5  M.  &  Sel.  223. 
(f )  4  B.  &  Aid.  675.  (/)  1  Stark.  Rep.  304. 
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Exeh,  of  Pieas,  held^  that,  in  proving  the  execution  of  a  bond,  it  is  not 

.    ^^^'  .    necessary  that  the  attesting  witness  should  be  able  to 

HiBBLEWHiTE  stato  that  the  blanks  were  filled  up  at  the  time  of  execn- 

M'MoRiNB.     ^ion*    Lord  Ellenborough  says,  '^  If  the  defendant  has  beea 

foolish  enough  to  sign  in  blank,  he  must  take  the  oans5> 

quences/'    This  is  not,  in  truth,  the  atteraium  of  a  dee^ 

but  the  perfecting  of  one  which  was  incomplete  befixre. 

Alexander  and  Tomlinion,  contra. — ^First,.  this  instn^ 
ment  is  a  deed.  All  the  terms  of  the  statute  evident^ 
contemplate  a  deed.  It  speaks  of  a  ''  deed  or  conyeyanoe/' 
which  conveyance  must  therefore  be  by  deed.  So,  of  a 
''  deed  of  sale  or  transfer,'*  t .  c.  "  of  sale  or  of  transfo." 
A  deed  would  be  required  at  common  law  for  the  asdgii- 
ment  of  these  shares,  which  are  merely  choses  in  actiOB. 
Where  a  plaintiff  declares,  that  by  certain  articles  of  agn^ 
ment  which  he  brings  into  Ck>urt,  "  sealed  with  the  seal  of 
the  defendant  &c.,  it  was  agreed  so  and  so— that  ii  a 
good  declaration  in  covenant.  The  argument,  that  annh. 
tual  delivery  would  be  requisite  in  this  case,  apjdifli 
equally  to  all  cases  of  deeds  containing  mutual  covenaatk 
This  is,  no  doubt,  a  deed  from  both  parties  to  the  Coflk 
pany,  but  also  from  the  one  party  to  the  other,  for  the  pll^ 
pose  of  passing  the  interest  in  the  shares.  The  Company*! 
being  a  party  is  rather  an  additional  reason  for  requirii« 
a  deed,  in  order  to  lay  the  transferee  under  more  stringeit 
obligations  by  means  of  covenants. 

Assuming,  then,  that  this  instrument  is  a  deed,  it  wis 
void  by  reason  of  the  non-insertion  of  the  defendant^ 
name,  at  the  time  of  its  execution  by  Pritchard.  It  is  i 
general  rule  of  law,  that  a  deed  cannot  be  altered  in  i 
material  part  after  its  execution :  Com.  Dig.  Fait,  (F.  l)f 
PigoVs  case  (a),  Markham  v.  Gonaston{b).  [Parke,  B.— 
This  is  not  the  case  of  an  alteration.]  In  Powell  v.  Di^{c)9 

(a)  1 1  Rep.  27.  {b)  Cro.  Elii.  626. 

(c)  3  Campb.  181. 


I 

[ 
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it  was  held  that  a  bail-bond  executed  before  the  condition  Exek.  of  Pkas, 
was  filled  in,  was  void.    In  Weeks  v.  Maillardet  (o),  it  was  '  ^ 

held  to  be  a  good  defence,  upon  non  est  factum,  to  an  ac-  Hibblbwhite 
tbn  of  covenant  on  articles  of  agreement,  whereby  the     M'Morinb. 
defendant  bound  himself  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  by  a 
certain  day,  "  the  whole  of  his  mechanical  pieces,  as  per 
icheduie  wm/exedy*  to  shew  that  the  schedule  was  not  an- 
nexed at  the  time  of  the  execution,  although  it  was  sub- 
icribed  and  annexed  immediately  afterwards,  by  the  agent 
of  both  parties,  but  after  one  of  them  had  left  the  room. 
There  the  deed  contemplated  the  addition  of  the  schedule, 
and  yet  the  Court  held  that  it  could  not  be  added  after 
execution.    There  are,  however,  two  classes  of  cases  in 
ibich  deeds  have  been  held  good,  notwithstanding  an 
iteration  or  subsequent  addition:  the  one,  where  the 
iteration  does  not  affect  the  other  party  to  the  deed ;  such 
ve  those  of  Doe  d.  Lewis  v.  Bingham  (6),  and  Hall  v. 
Omdless  (c).    In  those  cases  the  other  party  was  bene- 
fited rather  than  injured  by  the  alteration.     Such  also 
is  file  case  where  the  name  of  an  additional  obligor  is 
added  to  a  bond  afi;er  its  execution  by  the  obligee,  who 
thereby  obtains  a  greater  security  [d).    The  second  class 
of  cases  is,  where,  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  there  is 
tomeihing  which  cannot  be  ascertained,  and  is  therefore  to 
be  filled  up  aft;erwards.     To  this  class  belongs  the  case  of 
Aubon  V.  Revett,  and  deeds  of  composition  with  creditors : 
lee  Johnson  v«  Baker  (e).     There  the  deed  becomes  com- 
plete, on  the  assent  of  the  parties  to  the  alteration,  by  re- 
ddirery.    These  cases  do  not,  however,  go  so  far  as  to  per- 
ibH  the  name  of  a  purchaser  to  be  inserted  at  any  time 
*fter  execution.     Texira  v.  Evans  was  only  a  Nisi  Prius 
<te,  and  the  report  of  it  is  short  and  unsatisfactory :  but 
if  it  be  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff,  it  stands  alone,  and 

{a)  14  East,  568.  (</)  Zouch  v.  Clay^  2  Lev.  30 ;  1 

(&)  4  a  &  AM.  672.  Ventr.  185. 

(c)  4  BiDg.  123  ;  12  Moore,  316.  {e)  4  B.  &  Aid.  440. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUat,  is  irreconcilable  with  the  other  decisions.      There,  how- 

^    ever,  it  was  one  entire  transaction,  and  the  deed  was  not, 

HiBBLEWHiTE  as  hcrc,  to  be  transferred  from  one  to  another,  and  filled 

M'MoRiNK.     up  by  anybody.      If  this  be  good,  a  conveyanoe  of  land 

might  be  executed  in  blank,  and  filled  up  by  any  one. 

Cur.  adv.  Tutt. 

In  this  Term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  deliFcred  by 

Parke,  B. — ^In  this  case,  which  was  ai^ed  last  T^m, 
upon  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new  trials  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

It  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  reooyer  da- 
mages for  not  accepting  and  paying  for  fifty  shares  in  the 
Brighton  railroad ;  which,  by  the  contract,  were  to  be 
transferred,  delivered,  and  paid  for,  on  or  before  the  1st 
of  March,  1839,  or  at  any  intermediate  date,  that  the  de- 
fendant might  require  them,  by  paying  for  them  at  par^ 
together  with  all  calls  that  might  have  been  paid  on  the 
same,  the  plaintiff  binding  himself  to  execute  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  his  nominee,  a  legal  transfer  of  the  shares,  ob 
or  before  the  1st  of  March. 

The  declaration  avers,  that  on  the  1st  of  March,  tbe 
plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  transfer  the  shares,  if  tbe 
defendant  would  have  paid  for  the  same;  and  offered  to  the 
defendant,  or  any  nominee  of  the  defendant,  a  legal  tnuu* 
fer.  This  averment  was  traversed  in  one  plea,  and  in  ano- 
ther it  was  pleaded,  that  at  the  time  of  the  agreementi  or 
on  the  1st  March,  or  between  those  times,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  shares,  nor  had  he  good  ri|^ 
or  title  to  execute  a  legal  transfer  of  such  shares,  accordiDg 
to  the  agreement. 

The  replication  states,  that  on  the  1st  March,  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  proprietor  of  the  shares,  and  then  had  good 
right  and  title  to  execute  a  legal  transfer  thereof. 


^ 
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The  question  for  consideration  arises  on  those  two  pleas.  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
Upon  one  or  both,  the  titie  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  the     .   ^^^'  ^ 
transfix  may  be  questioned.     It   is  not  material  upon    Hibblewhitf. 
▼hich :  but  there  seems  no  doubt  but  that  it  arises  on  the     m'Morinb. 
trayerse  of  the  readiness  to  convey,  which  must  involve  a 
capacity  to  do  so,  as  there  is  no  other  averment  in  the  de- 
claration, which  expresses  or  implies  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  title  to  convey  on  the  1st  of  March.    It  appeared  on 
ihe  trial,  that  between  the  date  of  the  agreement  and  the 
1st  of  March,  some  instalments  became  due,  which  the 
plaintiff  did  not  pay;  and  on  the  1st  of  March,  (before 
which  day  the  defendant  had  not  desired  any  transfer),  the 
plaintiff's  broker,  who  had  purchased  fifty  shares  &om  one 
Pritchard,  produced  to  the  defendant  a  conveyance  exe- 
cuted by  Pritchard,  of  these  shares,  with  a  blank  for  the 
Bame  of  the  transferee,  and  offered  to  fill  it  up  with  that 
of  thed^ndant  or  his  nominee,  on  the  defendant's  paying 
Reprice.     The  defendant  refused  to  do  so.    The  plaintiff 
iold  the  shares,  and  the  action  was  brought  for  the  dif- 
ference. 

The  objections  to  the  plaintiff's  recovering  were,  1st,  that 
fewas  incapable  of  conveying  on  the  1st  of  March,  because 
Pritchard  was  then  the  owner,  and  not  the  plaintiff;  2ndly, 
^  the  conveyance  was  invalid  by  the  express  provisions 
rfOie  Brighton  Railway  Act,  1  Vict.  c.  cxix,  sect.  157,  as 
the  calls  due  before  that  date  were  not  paid;  and  Srdly, 
^the  conveyance  tendered  was  void  at  common  law,  as 
tiiere  was  a  blank  in  it  for  the  name  of  the  transferee. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  give  any  opinion,  except  upon 

&  last  of  these  objections ;  but  it  may  not  be  improper 

to  observe,  that  there  is  great  weight  in  the  first,  because 

&  defendant  has  bargained  for  a  conveyance  from  the 

pismiiff,  which  must  be  intended  to  be  a  conveyance  in 

the  statutory  form;  and,  consequentiy,  for  the  implied 

cof ensjot  of  the  plaintiff  fox  title,  and  Pritchard's  implied 
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Ejfch.  of  PUat,  covenant  is  not  the  same  thing.    The  last  objection,  how- 

^     ever,  we  are  all  of  opinion,  must  prevail. 
HiBBLEWHiTB       Thc  scconcl  objection,  which  would  otherwise  have  been 
M*MoRiME.     valid,  has  been  waived,  as  it  appears  on  the  evidence  at 
the  trial,  that  the  defendant  agreed  that  the  plaintiff 
should  not  pay  the  intermediate  instalments ;  and,  as  the 
contract  with  respect  to    shares    of  this  description  is 
not  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in  writing, 
since  they  are  neither  an  interest  in  land,  nor  goods  and 
merchandizes,  there  might  be  a  waiver  by  parol.   As  there 
was  such  a  waiver,  the  only  objection  would  be  to  the 
statement  of  the  contract  in  the  declaration,  on  the  grofond 
of  variance,  which  ought  to  have  been  made  at  the  triiL 

The  conveyance  required  by  the  statute  must,  we  think, 
be  by  deed;  and  a  deed,  with  the  name  of  the  vendee  in 
blank  at  the  time  it  was  sealed  and  delivered,  is  void. 

The  instrument  of  transfer,  by  the  155th  section,  must 
be  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  both  parties.  It  was 
argued,  that  it  did  not  follow,  from  the  instrument  being 
under  seal,  that  it  was  a  deed ;  for  warrants  of  justices, 
subpoenas,  and  awards,  are  under  seal,  and  are  not  deeds. 
But  this  is  an  instrument  containing  a  contract  of  the  par- 
ties ;  if  a  contract  is  required  to  be  by  instrument  under  seal, 
it  must  be  intended  that  it  should  be  by  deed:  and  the 
context  shews  that  the  legislature  so  intended  it,  for  it  is 
afterwards  called  a  deed  or  conveyance,  (probably  a  syno- 
nyme  for  the  same  thing),  and  a  deed  of  sale  or  transfer, 
that  is,  a  deed  of  sale  or  of  transfer. 

Assuming,  then,  the  instrument  to  be  a  deed,  it  was 
whoUy  improper,  if  the  name  of  the  vendee  was  left  out ; 
and  to  allow  it  to  be  afterwards  filled  up  by  an  agent  ap- 
pointed by  parol,  and  then  delivered  in  the  absence  of  the 
principal,  as  a  deed,  would  be  a  violation  of  the  principle, 
that  an  attorney  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  for  another 
must  himself  be  appointed  by  deed.    The  only  case  cited 
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in  &Toiir  of  the  validity  of  a  deed  in  blanks  afterwards  ^^  of  puom, 
filled  in,  is  that  of  Texira  v.  Eva$is  (a),  where  Lord  Mam-    ^    _  ^  '  - 
field  held,  that  a  bond  was  valid  which  was  given  with  the   HiBBLiwHira 
name  of  the  obligee  and  sum  in  blank  to  a  broker  to  ob-     m'Morhib. 
tain  monejr  upon  it,  and  he  borrowed  a  sum  from  the 
phdntiff,  and  then  inserted  his  name  and  the  sum.    But 
this  case  is  justly  qujestioned  by  Mr.  Preston,  in  his  edition 
of  Shepp.  Tooch.  68,  ''  as  it  assumes  there  could  be  an 
attorney  without  deed/'  and  we  think  it  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  be  law.    On  the  other  hand,  there  are  several 
imthorities  that  an  instrument  which  has  a  blank  in  it, 
which  prevents  it  from  having  any  operation  when  it  is 
sealed  and  delivered,  cannot  become  a  valid  deed  by  being 
afterwards  filled  up. 

In  CJom.  Dig.  Fait,  A.  1,  it  is  said, — ^'K  a  deed  be 
signed  and  sealed,  and  afterwards  written,  it  is  no  deed. 
To  the  same  effect  is  Shepp.  Touch.  54.  In  fFeeks  v. 
Mmttardet  (6),  the  instrument  had  nothing  to  operate 
upon,  as  it  referred  to  a  schedule  as  annexed^  which  was 
not  annexed  at  the  time  of  execution ;  and  it  was  held, 
Hiat  the  subsequent  annexation,  in  the  absence  of  one  of 
the  parties,  did  not  give  it  operation  as  part  of  the  deed. 
So,  where  a  bail  bopd  was  executed,  and  a  condition  after- 
wards inserted,  it  was  held  bad  as  a  bail  bond :  Powell  v. 
Ihff{c),  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  were  all  of 
them  distinguishable.  In  one,  Hudson  v.  Revett  {d),  a 
blank  in  a  part  material  was  filled  up ;  but,  having  been 
done  in  the  presence  of  the  party,  and  ratified  by  him,  it 
was  held  that  there  was  evidence  of  re-delivery.  In  ano- 
ther. Doe  V.  Bingham  (e),  the  blanks  filled  up  were  in  no 
respect  material  to  the  operation  of  the  deed,  with  respect 
to  the  party  who  executed  before  they  were  filled  up, — ^as 
to  him  the  deed  was  complete.    In  a  third,  Matson  v. 

(a)  Cit  1  Anst  228.  N.  P.  267. 

(5)  14  East,  568.  {d)  5  Bing.  372. 

(c)  3  Camp.  181 ;  and  see  Bull.  \e)  4  B.  &  Aid.  672. 

VOL.  VI.  Q  M.  W. 
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Bjteh.  of  Pleat,  Booth  [a),  the  point  decided  was,  tliat  a  complete  bond  was 
^     not  rendered  void  by  the  subsequent  addition  of  another 
HiBBLEWHiTB   obUgor  with  the  assent  of  all  parties. 
M'MoRiNB.         It  is  unnecessary  to  go  through  the  others  which  were 
cited  on  the  argument.     It  is  enough  to  say  that  there  is 
none  that  shews  that  an  instrument,  which,  when  executed, 
is  incapable  of  having  any  operation,  and  is  no  deed,  can 
afterwards  become  a  deed,  by  being  completed  and  de- 
livered by  a  stranger  in  the  absence  of  the  party  who  exe- 
cuted, and  unauthorized  by  instrument  under  seal. 

In  truth,  this  is  an  attempt  to  make  a  deed  transferable 
and  negotiable  like  a  bill  of  exchange  or  exchequer  biD, 
which  the  law  does  not  permit. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  5  M.  &  Sel.  223. 


In 


Ames  t;.  Lettice. 


A  motion  for  a    XN  this  casc  Stammers  moved  for  a  new  trial,  but 
be^Se  at  any  Court  entertained  a  doubt  whether  the  motion  was  i 


time  within  four  ^^^^    rpjjg  ^^.^^  ^^  ^^^  bcforc  Rolfc,  B.,  at  the  ail 

days  after  the  re-  w  ^       * 

turn  day  of  the  in  this  term,  but  more  than  four  days  had  elapsed  a 

tora'i^.^h^h  the  trial.    The  distringas  juratorum,  however,  was 

™y7have  ^°"^  returnable  untU  the  29th  of  January,  and  this  motion 

elapsed  since  made  on   the  31st.     stammers  referred  to  Archbol^L^i 

the  triaL 

Country  Attome/s  Practice,  453,  and  the  cases  there  cit^Mf, 
to  shew  that  the  motion  might  be  made  at  any  time  witiub 
four  days  after  the  return  day  of  the  diBtringas,  althoa^ 
more  than  four  days  may  have  elapsed  since  the  triaL 

Aldebson,  B. — ^I  believe  you  are  in  time  to  move  it 
The  motion  was  accordingly  made,  and  a  role  m 
granted. 
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Cross  and  Others  v,  Law^  Public  Officer^  &c. 

V/OWLING  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  Henry 
Arrowsmith  and  ten  other  persons  mentioned  in  the  role^ 
to  shew  cause  why  a  suggestion  should  not  be  entered  on 
the  roll  against  them^  as  shareholders^  for  the  damages 
aud  costs  in  this  action^  and  why  execution  should  not 
i»ae  against  them  or  any  of  them  for  the  same  (a). 
It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was 
moved^  that  the  plaintiffs  had  obtained  judgment  in  an 
action  against  Law^  as  the  public  registered  officer  of 
the  Imperial  Bank  of  England^  and  that  the  persons 
mentioned  in  the  rule  were  members  of  that  Bank  at 
the  time  of  obtaining  the  judgment^  and  were  believed  to 
continue  such  at  the  time  of  making  the  affidavits.     Simi- 


(a)  Tkda  rule  was  obtained  under 
the  13th  section  of  the  7  Oeo.  4, 
€•  46,  which  enacts*  that  execu- 
tion upon  any  judgment  in  any 
action  obtained  against  any  public 
officer  for  the  time  being  of  any 
oorporaHon  or  copartnership  car- 
lying  on  the  business  of  banking 
under  the  provisions  of  that  act, 
whether  ai  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
may  be  issued  against  any  member 
or  members  for  the  time  being  of 
SQch  corporation  or  copartnership ; 
and  that  in  case  any  such  execution 
gainst  any  member  or  members 
fiir  the  time  being  of  any  such  cor- 
poration or  copartnership  shall  be 
ineffectual  for  obtaining  payment 
and  satisfaction  of  the  amount  of 
such  judgment,  it  shall  be  lawful 
Ibr  the  party  or  parties  so  having 
obtained  judgment  against  such 
public  officer  for  the  time  being,  to 
issue  execution  against  any  person 
or  penons  who  was  or  were   a 


member  or  members  of  such  cor- 
poration or  copartnership  at  the 
time  when  the  contract  or  con- 
tracts, or  engagement  or  engage- 
ments, on  which  such  judgments 
may  have  been  obtained,  was  or 
were  entered  into,  or  became  a 
member  at  any  time  before  such 
contracts  or  engagements  were  ex- 
ecuted, or  was  a  member  at  the 
time  of  the  judgment  obtained: 
provided  always,  that  no  such  ex- 
ecution as  last  mentioned  shall  be 
issued  without  leave  first  granted, 
on  motion  in  open  Court,  by  the 
Court  in  which  such  judgment  shall 
have  been  obtained,  and  when  mo- 
tion shall  be  made  on  notice  to  the 
person  or  persons  sought  to  be 
charged,  nor  after  the  expiration  of 
three  years  next  after  any  such 
person  or  persons  shall  huve  ceased 
to  be  a  member  or  members  of  such 
corporation  or  copartnership. 


Ejtch,  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


The  proper 
course  of  pro- 
ceeding under 
the  13th  section 
of  the  7  Geo. 
c  46,  (the 
Banking  Co- 
partnership 
Act),  which  al- 
lows executions 
on  judgments 
obtained  in  ac- 
tions against 
the  public  of- 
ficer of  the 
company  to  be 
issued  against 
any  member  or 
members  of  the 
company  for 
the  time  being, 
isbyscire&das, 
and  not  by 
suggestion  on 
the  rolL 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  lar  rules  were  obtained  on  the  same  grounds  against  other 

members^  in  actions  at  the  suit  of  other  plaintiffs. 

Cresswell,  Richards,  and  Crompton,  shewed  caose  against 
the  above  rule. — ^The  proper  mode  of  proceeding  in  this  case, 
where  none  of  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  mle  are  par- 
ties to  the  record,  is  not  by  suggestion  on  the  roll,  bat  by 
scire  facias.  Wherever  a  party,  not  originally  chargeable 
upon  a  judgment,  is  sought  to  be  charged  in  execution,  the 
course  of  proceeding  is  by  scire  facias.  A  scire  fieuaas  mutt 
be  brought  upon  a  judgment,  to  warrant  an  execution  of  it 
either  by  a  stranger  or  against  one :  Pemnfcr  ▼•  Brace  (a). 
In  that  case  five  defendants  against  whom  judgment  had 
been  obtained,  sued  out  a  writ  of  error,  but  before  the 
record  was  certified  one  of  them  died;  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  sued  out  execution  against  them  all :  and  the 
question  being  whether  he  could  do  so  without  a  sdre 
facias,  the  Court  held  that  there  was  no  need  to  sue  out  a 
scire  facias,  because  there  was  not  any  alteration  of  the  re- 
cord, nor  any  new  person  made  liable  to  the  execution* 
Here  the  direct  contrary  would  be  the  case.  Barilett  v. 
Pentland  {b)  may  be  relied  upon  on  the  other  aide,  but 
that  is  not  an  authority  on  the  point.  There,  the  plaintiff 
having  obtained  judgment  against  the  secretary  of  an 
Insurance  Company,  sued  out  execution  against  one  of  the 
members,  without  entering  a  suggestion,  or  applying  for 
leave  to  sue  out  such  execution ;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  course  actually  taken  was  the  right  one,  and 
not  whether  the  entering  a  suggestion  or  suing  out  a  sdre 
facias  was  the  proper  course  of  proceeding.  In  all  cases 
where  the  execution  does  not  follow  the  judgment,  and 
other  persons  are  sought  to  be  affected  by  it,  there  must 
be  a  scire  facias :  Buxton  v.  Mardin  (c).  It  is  dear  that  no 
person  but  the  public  officer  is  a  party  to  the  record,  and. 

(a)  1  Lord  Raym.  244 ;  Salk.  (b)  1  B.  &  Adol.  704. 

319.  (c)  1  T.  R.  82. 
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it  is  by  the  plaintiff's  own  act^  in  availing  himself  of  the  EgcA,  tf  pu^ut 

priTilege  of  suing  the  public  officer,  that  he  is  the  only 

party,  and  theTefore  he  has  no  right  to  complain.     Then, 

how  are  other  persons  to  be  made  parties  to  the  record  but 

by  scire  facias  ?    It  is  true,  where  there  are  several  parties 

to  the  action,  and  some  of  them  die,  a  suggestion  may  be 

entered,  but  that  is  by  statute.    K  it  is  sought  to  affect  a 

party  in  int^^est  by  making  him  a  party  to  the  record,  it 

must  be  done  by  scire  facias. 

The  6th  section  of  the  statute,  7  G^.  4,  c.  46,  makes 
the  returns  rendered  to  the  Stamp  Office,  evidence  that 
the  parties  named  therein  were  members  at  the  date  of  the 
letnms.    But  as  those  returns  are  made  by  the  secretary 
to  the  company,  or  some  other  public  officer,  the  meaning 
of  the  section  cannot  be  that  a  third  party  who  has  been 
returned  as  a  member  shall  be  precluded  from  shewing 
that  he  is  not  a  member;  but  if  the  argument  be  correct, 
that  a  suggestion  is  to  be  entered,  he  would  be  so  pre- 
cluded ;  as  the  suggestion,  being  entered  by  rule  of  Court, 
would  not  be  traversable :  Bex  v.  Harris  (a).     The  proper 
course  of  proceeding  is  a  scire  facias,   whereby  a  party 
would  have  an  opportunity  of  shewing  that  he  was  not  a 
member  of  Hie  company,  and  ought  not  to  be  made  a  party 
to  the  record,  which  he  would  not  have  if  a  suggestion  were 
to  be  entered.     How  are  the  members  of  the  company  to 
he  made  parties  to  the  record  in  this  mode  ?    Are  they  to 
go  on  adding  names  to  the  record  by  suggestion,  as  the 
different  persons  become  members  of  the  company,  or  in 
^'hat  other  way?    The  plaintiffs  cannot  proceed  by  this 
'Qimnaiy  mode,  when  the  old  mode  by  scire  facias  is  open 
^  them.     Besides,  the  effect  of  allowing  such  a  course  of 
PiXxseeding  would  be  to  take  away  the  subject^s  right  to 
^^*ing  a  writ  of  error.     At  all  events,  the  rule  prayed  for  is 
^^  large:  the  plaintiffis  ought  not  to  have  applied  for  leave 
V>  iB8ue  execution. 

(a)  8  Burr.  1333. 
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jgjrcA.  tf  PUas,       CowHng,  contra. — It  is  conceded^  that  so  much  of  the  rule 

as  respects  the  execution  cannot  he  supported^  if  ohjected 
to ;  but  it  is  contended  that  the  first  part  of  the  mle  ought 
to  be  made  absolute^  and  that  the  entering  a  suggestion 
on  the  roll  is  the  correct  mode  of  proceeding.  In  Bartleit 
v.  Pentland  {a),  Lord  Tenterden,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Courts  says^  ^^  It  was  urged  that  the  execution  was 
irregular^  as  not  being  warranted  by  the  judgment ;  and 
that  there  ought  to  have  been  previously  entered  on  the 
roll  a  suggestion  of  such  facts  as  were  necessaiy  to  shew 
that  the  execution  was  warranted  by  the  act  of  Parliament, 
so  that  an  opportunity  should  be  given  to  the  person  to  be 
affected  by  it  of  demurring  or  pleading;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  law  is  so/'  This  act  intended  to  give  a 
summary  remedy^  and  therefore  never  meant  that  a  scire 
facias  should  be  necessary;  for  a  scire  facias  is  a  new 
action^  and  various  pleas  may  be  drawn  and  issues  raised 
in  it.  It  may  be  admitted^  that  the  statute  was  probably 
penned  by  persons  not  conversant  with  the  practice  of  the 
Courts ;  but  sufficient  may  be  collected  from  its  langoage 
to  shew  that  it  was  not  intended  that  the  mode  of  proceed- 
ing should  be  by  scire  facias.  In  a  scire  facias,  a  plea  in 
abatement  is  admissible ;  but  by  the  13th  section  execution 
may  go  against  any  member  of  the  company,  which  is 
inconsistent  with  a  proceeding  by  scire  facias,  where  the 
nonjoinder  of  the  others  could  be  taken  advantage  ofL 
Again,  it  is  an  inflexible  rule,  that  a  party  cannot  plead. 
that  to  a  scire  facias  which  he  could  have  pleaded  to  th^ 
original  action.  In  this  case.  Law  could  have  pleaded 
the  original  action,  that  he  was  not  a  public  officer,  or  tha: 
no  such  company  existed ;  and  yet,  if  a  scire  feunas 
brought  against  any  member  under  this  statute,  the  lattear 
would  only  be  precluded  from  denying  what  appeared  bxx 
the  record,  that  is,  he  would  only  be  precluded  from  de- 

(a)  1  B.  &  AdoL  709. 


k 


9ILABY   TEBM^  3   VICT.  221 

nying  that  judgment  had  been  recovered  against  Law  as  a  Exek.  irf  PUat, 
public  officer  of  a  supposed  public  company;  but  he  might 
still  deny  that  Law  was  a  public  officer^  and  that  such  a 
company  in  &ct  existed;  and  yet  this  would  be  incon- 
airtent  with  the  intention  of  the  legislature^  which  evi-  ^ 
dently  was  to  expedite,  not  to  delay,  the  remedy  of  the 
creditors  of  the  Bank.      [Lord  AUnger,  C.  B. — ^But  if  we 
decide  that  a  scire  facias  is  the  correct  course,  then  it  fol- 
bws  that  Ihe  defendant  will  not  be  allowed  to  raise  those 
points,  since  Law  might  have  raised  them  in  the  original 
action.]     Li  cases  of  scire  facias  there  are  different  parties, 
as  heir  or  executor,  or  a  different  judgment  is  sought  than 
would  otherwise  be  given,  as  in  Penoyer  v.  Brace,  and 
Buxton  V.  Mardin ;  but  here  there  are  no  new  facts,  nor 
is  there  a  new  party  to  be  introduced  to  the  record ;  for 
as  by  the  first  section  of  the  act,  all  the  incoming  partners 
are  made  liable  for  the  notes  issued,  and  the  sums  of 
money  borrowed,  and  debts  incurred,  by  the  copartnership, 
they  were  impliedly  parties  to  the  record  as  the  action 
jiroceeded ;  the  public  officer  was  not  a  mere  nominal  de- 
fendant for  the  parties  who  were  partners  at  the  time  of 
the  accruing  of  the  debt,  or  of  the  commencement  of  the 
sction,  but  for  the  several  persons  who  might,  £rom  time 
to  time,  be  members  of  the  company.     In  fact,  the  legisla- 
ture appears  to  have  intended  to  make  the  company  ap- 
"proximate  to  a  corporation,  which  is  well  known  to  be  the 
view  entertained  of  partnerships  by  the  mercantile  world, 
by  giving  it  some  of  the  incidents  of  a  corporation;  and  one 
of  them  is,  the  being  sued  in  a  particular  name,  and  not 
individually.     There  is  not,  therefore,  the  adding  of  a  new 
&ct,  or  the  making  a  new  person  party  to  the  judgment. 
It  resembles  the  ordinary  case  of  suggestions  on  the  roll. 
If  a  party  to  an  action  dies,  the  usual  course  is  to  have  his 
death  suggested  on  the  record,  and  the  action  proceeds  with 
Respect  to  the  survivors.    In  a  company  like  the  present,  it 
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£xeA.  tf  PUatf  wovli  be  Very  inconvenient  to  sue  all  the  persons,  mem- 
bers of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  oommenoement  of 
the  action,  and  then  add  to  or  subtract  from  the  names  on 
the  record  those  who  became  or  ceased  to  be  members 
during  the  progress  of  the  suit ;  and  the  more  so,  because 
all  this  might  be  unnecessary,  as  the  plaintiff  might  not 
recoTer  in  the  action;  and  therefore  the  legislature  directed 
that  the  action  should  proceed  as  if  the  changes  had  been 
snggestedfrom  time  to  time:  but  that  if  the  plaintiff  should 
recover,  he  should  afterwards  comprise  in  one  suggestkm  the 
names  of  such  persons,  members  of  the  company,  as  he  should 
think  proper  to  proceed  against.  The  case,  therefore,  is 
analogous  to  the  ordinary  one  of  suggestions,  and  the  par« 
ties  will  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  a  writ  of  error, 
or  the  like,  since  the  suggestion  may  be  demurred  to  or 
traversed :  Hickman  v.  CoUeff  (a).  It  is  not  contended  that 
the  returns  made  to  the  Stamp  OfGice  by  the  officer  of  the 
Sank  are  conclusive. 

Cur.  adv.  vnlt. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Cresswell  having  intimated  that  the 
Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  had  given  its  judgment  in  £Eivour 
of  the  proceeding  by  scire  £Eudas— 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B.,  said — Such  was  the  inclination 
of  our  opinions.  I  thought,  on  looking  at  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, without  reference  to  any  other  matter,  that  it  was 
implied  that  the  Court  must  make  some  order  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  who  were  the  proper  parties  against 
whom  to  put  the  judgment  in  execution ;  and  it  occoned 
to  me,  that  the  Court  had  authority  to  make  such  an 
order.  It  appears  to  me,  however,  to  be  possible,  with- 
out the  riolation  of  any  rule  of  law,  to  adopt  the  pro- 

(a)  2  Stra.  1120. 
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ceeding  bj  scire  fiunas,  and  which  would  seem  to  be  the 
one  most  appropriate  for  such  an  occasion.    We  think  this 
case  is  of  too  much  importance  for  us  to  put  any  con- 
struction on  the  act  of  Parliament^  by  which  parties  who 
might  wish  to  take  the  opinions  of  all  the  Judges  would  be 
preyented  from  doing  so.      It  is  true  these  joint  stock 
banks  place  the  public  in  a  very  disadvantageous  posi- 
tion, for  it  now  appears  that  in  these  cases  there  must, 
or  probably  will,  be  a  trial  of  two   actions  instead  of 
one :  first,  in  order  to  establish  the  claim  of  the  creditor 
against  the  company,  &;c. ;  and  secondly,  to  fix  the  particu- 
lar individual  liable  to  execution.     However,  I  do  not  see 
how  we  can  adopt  any  other  course  than  that  which  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  consideration,  has  taken ;  and 
I  think  we  justly  may,  by  a  very  proper  analogy  to  other 
eues  of  proceedings  by  scire  feunas,  apply  those  proceed- 
ings to  the  present  case.    The  rule  is,  wherever  you  seek 
to  fix  one  party  on  a  judgment  given  against  another,  it 
Biiist  be  done  by  scire  facias;  and  I  think  that  is  a  princi- 
ple which  applies  to  the  case  of  a  public  officer,  who  is 
merely  the  representative  of  the  parties  sought  to  be 
charged*    It  appears  to  me,  and  I  believe  that  is  the  opi- 
Bion  o[  the  Court,  that  the  construction  of  the  13th  clause 
of  the  statute  must  be  taken  to  be  this : — ^that  the  party 
vka  wishes  to  proceed  upon  the  judgment  against  one  of 
^  members  of  the  company  not  on  the  record,  if  he  be  a 
i&ember  at  the  time  of  the  judgment  and  execution,  would 
We  a  right  to  his  scire  fSeudas  without  an  application  to 
^Conrt ;  but  if  the  members  against  whom  he  should  sue 
^  execution  should  prove  to  be  insolvent,  he  may  then 
^ly  to  the  Court,  so  as  to  fix  the  original  members  at  the 
^  the  contract  was  made,  and  make  them  still  liable ; 

• 

in  that  case,  he  must  come  to  the  Court  to  have  his  scire 
liciaB. 

AiDERsoN,  B. — ^It  is  proper  that  the  Court  should  see 
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Exeh.  of  PUmtt  that  there  has  been  a  bond  fide  attempt  made  to  fix  all  the 
^     members  of  the  company  for  the  time  being  before  any  ex- 
Crom        ecution  be  allowed  to  go  against  members  not  in  that  con- 
Law.         dition. 

Rule  dischai^d^  irithout  costs. 


Stockdale  and  Another  t;.  Dunlop. 

Messrs.  H.  fr  AsSUMPSIT.— The  declaration  stated,  that  brfore  the 
ownew'of  two  niaking  the  policy  of  insurance  thereinafter  mentioned,  to 
*h'^A  ^\^^  ^*'  ^^  *^®  ^^®*  '^^7 3  1838,  certain  persons  carrying  on 
and  the  Maria,  the  trade  and  business  of  merchants,  under  the  name  and 
coast  of  Africa,  stylc  of  Thomas  Harrison  &  Co.,  bargained  and  sold  to  the 
\ltntxi^r  said  plaintifiFs  divers,  to  wit,  200  tons  of  palm  ofl,  at  a  cer- 
to  arrive  in  Li-  f^^j^  j^^  q^  igince  then  agreed  upon  between  the  plaintifi 
cargoes  of  palm  and  the  defendant,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £36  per  ton,  to  arriye 
haiiy  to  sell  to  by  two  ships  of  the  said  Thomas  Harrison  &  Co.,  called  the 
2wSn.tf!u-  Antelope  and  the  Maria,  that  is  to  say,  100  tons  of  such  ofl 
100  tons  to  ar-  bv  the  AntcloDC,  and  the  other  100  tons  by  the  Maria:  and 

rive  by  the  An.     ^  ^  '  .  .t 

teiope,  and  100  whcrcas  also  the  said  two  ships,  before  the  making  the  said 
bTth"  m;^1  bargain  and  sale,  had  been  and  were  engaged  upon  a  trading 
dd*  ft"^^**^  voyage  to  the  coast  of  Africa  for  the  said  Thomas  Harrison 
arrive  with  100  &  Co.,  and,  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  said  bargain  and 
board,  which  Sale,  wcrc  cxpcctcd  to  arrive  at  IdTcrpool,  in  the  county 
:"HTc"t.  aforesaid,  with  cargoes  on  board  thereof  respectively,  com- 
the  piaindffs.     poscd,  amongst  other  things,  of  palm  oil ;  and  whereas  also. 

The  Maria,  hav- 
ing 50  tons  of    after  the  making  the  said  bargain  and  sale,  to  wit,  on  the 

bou^d,^wu  lost  ^^^  of  September,  1838,  the  said  vessel  called  the  Antel(^ 
theseiu^The  *^^®^  *^  Liverpool  aforesaid  with  divers  quantities  of 
piaintiffthaving  palm  oil  on  board,  and  the  said  Thomas  Harrison  &  Co. 

insured  the  oil 

on  board  the     delivered  to  the  said  plaintiffs  100  tons  of  palm  oil  tiiere- 

Maria,  together 
with  their  ex- 
pected profits  thereon : — Held,  that  they  had  no  insurable  interest,  as  the  cootnct  they  had 
entered  into  with  H.  &  Co.,  being  verbal  only,  was  incapable  of  being  enforced. 
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im,  in  part  performance  of  the  said  bargain  and  sale  of  Exek*  ff  Phas, 
I  said  200  tons  of  palm  oil  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  ^  ™Q'  ^ 
intiffa  further  say,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  said  baj^ain  Stocxbaib 
1  sale,  and  of  the  maldng  the  said  policy  of  insurance,  Dun  lop. 
;  said  plaintiffs  had  reason  to  expect  that  they  would 
ike  divers  great  gains  and  profits,  to  the  amount  of  the 
m  insured  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  in  case  the  said  part 
the  said  pahn  oil  so  bai^ained  and  sold  as  aforesaid,  to 
t,  the  said  100  tons  thereof  to  be  brought  by  the  Maria 
should  arrive  by  the  said  vessel  called  the 
The  declaration  then  averred,  that  after  the  said 
again  and  sale,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  September,  1888,  the 
imtiffs  did  make  assurance,  and  cause  themselves  to  be 
sored,  with  the  defendants,  lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from 
renty-four  hours  after  the  vessel's  arrival  at  her  first  port 
id  place  of  trade  on  the  coast  of  Africa.,  and  at  and  from 
lenoe  to  all  or  any  ports  or  places  on  the  said  coast  of 
Inca,  or  African  islands,  during  her  stay  and  trade  on 
e  said  coasts  and  islands,  with  leave  to  proceed,  &c.,  and 
eooe  to  the  United  Kingdom,  with  leave  to  call,  &c.,  upon 
J  kinds  of  goods  and  merchandizes,  and  also  upon  the 
dy,  tackle,  &;c.,  in  the  good  ship  called  the  Maria,  until 
s  had  moored  at  anchor  twenty-four  hours  in  good  safety, 
.  &c.,  valued  at  £500  on  profit,  free  of  average,  and 
thout  benefit  of  salvage,  for  the  sum  of  £150:  that, 
dlst  the  said  ship  was  prosecuting  her  voyage,  divers 
rge  quantities,  to  wit,  100  tons,  of  pabn  oil  were  loaded 
d  shipped  on  board  the  said  vessel,  and  continued  so 
ided  on  board  thereof  from  thence  until  the  loss  therein^ 
ter  mentioned,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  interested  in 
^profits  to  arise  and  be  made  from  the  sale  and  disposal 
^ike  said  palm  oil  to  k  large  value  and  amount,  to  wit,  to 
be  value  and  amount  of  all  the  money  by  them  insured 
hereon.  It  then  proceeded  to  aver  a  loss  by  the  perils  of 
])e  lea  of  the  ship  with  the  said  palm  oil  on  board  thereof, 
^  the  18th  of  July,  1838,  whereby  the  said  pahn  oil. 
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Biteh.  rf  PUat,  and  the  expected  profits,  were  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiffs; 

^  *  ^    of  all  which  premises  the  defendant  had  notice,  and  was 

Stockaali     reqnested  by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  <£150, 

DuKLOF.      which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  paid  according  to  tlie 

form  and  effect  of  the  policy  so  made  by  him.     Yet,  &c, 

[assigning  as  a  breach  the  non-payment  of  the  money]. 

There  were  also  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and 

upon  an  account  stated. 

To  this  declaration  there  were  several  pleas  on  whidi 
issues  were  joined,  but  the  one  which  ultimately  became 
important  was  the  third  plea  to  the  first  count,  which  was, 
"  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  interested  in  the  profits  to 
arise  from  the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  said  palm  oil,  in  the 
said  first  coimt  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
first  count  is  alleged;^'  on  which  plea  the  plaintiff  tock 
issue. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maule,  B.,  at  the  Inveipod 
Summer  Assizes,  when  it  appeared  in  evidence  that 
Messrs.  Harrison  &  Co.  were  the  owners  of  two  vesseb 
called  the  Antelope  and  Maria,  trading  to  the  coast  of 
Africa;  and  that  in  July,  1838,  the  vessels  being  then  ex- 
pected to  arrive  in  Liverpool  with  cargoes  of  palm  oil,  thqr 
agreed  verbally  to  sell  to  the  plaintiffs  200  tons  of  palm 
oil — 100  tons  of  oil  to  arrive  by  the  Antelope,  and  100  toni 
to  arrive  by  the  Maria,  at  the  price  of  £36  per  ton.  On 
the  1st  of  September,  1838,  the  Antelope  arrived  at  Liverpool 
with  100  tons  on  board,  which  were  delivered  by  MessTB. 
Harrison  &  Co.  to  the  plaintiffs  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tract. The  Maria  never  did  arrive,  but,  having  struck  tlio 
bar  at  the  mouth  of  the  River  Brass  on  the  coast  ctf  Afiieay 
she  was  found,  on  examination,  to  be  so  much  injured  ai 
to  be  rendered  unseaworthy  and  incapable  of  proceeding 
on  her  voyage:  and  she  was  therefore  imloaded  and  con- 
demned. The  Maria  had  on  board  only  50  tons  of  oil,  the 
whole  of  which  was  transshipped,  and  arrived  in  Liverpool 
by  other  vessels.    It  was  proved  that  the  term  ''oil  to 
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rrive^*  mm  a  mercantile  term,  and  that,  if  the  oil  did  not  BmA.  0/  p^mt. 

nive  by  the  Teasel,  the  pnrchaser  had  no  right  to  it.     ^    *°^'  ^ 

t  was  contended  at  the  trial,  that  the  nnderwriten  were     Stockdali 

ot  liable  on  this  poUcjr,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintifis       DuMLor, 

id  not  such  an  interest  in  the  goods,  or  the  profits  to  be 

emed  firom  them,  as  to  make  them  capable  of  being  in- 

ned.     The  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  yer- 

ict  for  the  plaintiffs,  giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move 

0  enter  a  verdict,  on  the  above  ground,  on  the  issue  raised 

B  the  third  plea,  as  well  as  on  other  points  reserved  on 

die  other  issues  in  the  cause,  which  ultimately  became  of 

BO  importance,  the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  this  issue 

OB^  to  be  entered  fi^r  the  defendant.     Crenwell  having 

ia  Minlioi^lmflji  Term  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Wighiman  and  Crompton  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  ques- 
tion ifl^  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  any  interest  in  the  goods 
ar  the  profits,  in  respect  of  which  they  coxQd  effect  an 
JMnanoe:  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  had,  there  hav- 
mg  been  a  part  delivery  and  acceptance,  by  the  delivery  of 
Ae  100  tons  which  arrived  by  the  Antelope.     Messrs. 
Harrison  &  Co.  were  bound  to  deliver  the  oil  insured, 
and  could  not  have  objected  that  there  was  no  written 
contract.     There  is  no  doubt  that  expected  profits  may 
be  insured,  and  so  may  imaginary  profits :   Lucena  v. 
Orm^krd{a)'f    Thompson  v.    Taylor  {b).      In  the  former 
€Me,  Lawrence,  J.,  after  citing  the  definitions  of  the  con- 
tact of  a  policy  of  insurance,  says,  ^^  These  definitions,  by 
enters  of  different  countries,  are  in  effect  the  same,  and 
mount  to  this,  tiiat  insurance  is  a  contract  by  which 
flie  one  party,  in  consideration  of  a  price  paid  to  him 
ideqaate  to  the  risk,  becomes  security  to  the  other  that 
W  ihall  not  suffer  loss,  damage,  or  prejudice,  by  the  hap- 
{omig  of  the  perils  specified  to  certain  things  which  may 

(a)  2  N.  R.  300.  {h)  6  T.  R.  483. 


328  CASES  IN   THE   EXCHEQinSBj 

ExcK  of  PiHu,he  exposed  to  them.  K  this  be  the  general  nature  of  the 
.  ^^^'  ^  contract  of  insurance^  it  follows  that  it  is  applicable  to 
Stockdalb  protect  men  against  uncertain  events  which  may  in  any- 
Duinbor.  "vnae  be  of  disadYantage  to  them;  not  only  those  per- 
sons to  whom  positiye  loss  may  arise  by  such  erents 
occasioning  the  deprivation  of  that  which  they  may  pos- 
sess^ but  those  also,  who^  in  consequence  of  such  events, 
may  have  intercepted  firom  them  the  advantage  or  profit 
which,  but  for  such  events,  they  would  acquire  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  and  probable  course  of  things/'  And 
he  afterwards  adds,  ^'Interest  does  not  necessarily  im- 
ply a  right  to  the  whole  or  a  part  of  a  thing,  nor  neces- 
sarily  and  exclusively  that  which  may  be  the  subject  of 
privation;  but  the  having  some  rektion  to  or  concern  in 
the  subject  of  the  insurance,  which  relation  or  concern,  hj 
the  happening  of  the  perils  insured  against,  may  be  so  af- 
fected as  to  produce  a  damage,  detriment,  or  prejudice  to 
the  person  insuring;  and  where  a  man  is  so  drcumstanoed, 
with  respect  to  matters  exposed  to  certain  risks  or  dangen, 
aa  to  have  a  moral  certainty  of  advantage  or  benefit,  but 
for  those  risks  or  dangers,  he  may  be  said  to  be  interested 
in  the  safety  of  the  thing/'  That  statement  of  the  law  in- 
cludes this  case,  for  the  plaintiffs  had  a  moral  certainty  of 
advantage,  and  an  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract firom  the  first,  although  they  might  not  idtimately  g^ 
the  goods.  So,  in  Le  Cras  v.  Hughes  (a),  the  captors  of  a 
prize  at  St.  Omer  were  held  to  have  an  insurableinterest  in 
such  prize,  on  the  ground  of  their  having  a  reasonable  ex- 
pectation of  receiving  firom  the  Crown  the  property  cap- 
tured. It  is  not  meant  to  be  contended  that  a  mere  vague 
hope  would  be  insurable ;  but  this  is  not  so,  but  a  reason- 
able expectation  of  a  profit.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it  should 
be  a  strict  legal  right;  an  equitable  one  is  sufficient;  HUl 
v.  8ecreian{b),    If  there  was  reasonable  ground  to  believe 

(a)  Cited  in  Camden  v.  Anderton^  5  T.  R.  710. 
(b)  1  Bos.  &  P.  315. 
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Messrs.  Harrison  &  Co.^  as  men  of  hononr^  wonldful-  Exeh.  of  pum, 
leir  contract^  that  woxQd  constitute  an  insurable  inte- 
Clay  ▼.  Harrison  (a)  was  relied  upon  at  the  trials  but 
case  in  truth  is  in  favour^  of  rather  than  against  the 
tiff.  It  is  also  distinguishable^  because  there  the  con- 
was  abrogated^  and  consequently  there  was  nothing  oh 
li  the  insurance  coxQd  attach.    In  that  case^  A.^  in  Eng- 

contracted  with  B.  at  St.  Petersburgh^  to  send  him  a 
>  of  deals^  to  be  paid  for  by  abill  at  three  months^  which 
ily  accepted.  The  deals  were  shipped,  and  A.  effected 
isurance.  The  ship  was  stranded  on  the  voyage  near 
lore,  and  the  deals  were  saved,  but  so  much  injured 
3t  to  be  worth  sending  for.  A.,  on  hearing  of  the  ac- 
it,  gave  the  underwriters  notice  of  abandonment  the 
before  the  bill  became  due,  which  they  refiosed  to  ac- 
.  B.'s  agent  stopped  the  goods  in  transitu  at  Elsinore. 
aving  become  insolvent,  it  was  held,  that  his  assignee 
sr  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  could  not  recover  on  the 
y,  inasmuch  as  A.,  after  the  stoppage  in  transitu, 

not  any  insurable  interest.  The  whole  turned  oh 
effect  of  the  stoppage  in  transitu,  and  Lord  Tenierdeh, 

stating  the  question  to  be  whether  the  bankrupt  had 
iterest  in  the  goods  insured  at  the  time  of  the  loss, 

''We  are  of  opinion,  that,  under  the  peculiar  circum* 
xs  of  the  present  case,  the  bankrupt,  after  the  stop- 
I  in  transitu,  had  no  property  in  the  goods  insured, 
therefore  the  action  cannot  be  supported.''  If  Hai^- 
I  &  Co.  had  entirely  repudiated  the   contract,   and 

said  that  they  would  not  deliver  the  oil,  then  Clay 
Tarrisan  might  have  been  an  authority  against  the 
itiffs,  but  not  otherwise.  At  all  events,  here  the  part 
rery  established  the  contract,  and  made  it  valid. 
nftan  v.  Taylor  {b)  is  more  in  point.    There  a  ship 

chartered  from  London  to  Teneriffe,  there  to  take  on 

(fl)  10  B.  &  C.  99.  (b)  6  T.  R.  478. 
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Sseh.  of  pi§ai,  board  a  certain  number  of  pipes  of  wine,  and  to  ptroeeed  to 
^  '  ^    Barbadoes,  &c.,  for  which  the  owner  was  to  receive  fireight 

Stockdalb  at  the  rate  of  so  much  per  pipe;  and  it  was  held,  that  a 
l>uiii.or.  policy  of  insoranoe  on  such  freight  attached  from  the  sailing 
of  the  ship  fix>m  London,  and  that  the  insurers  were  liable, 
though  the  ship  was  lost  bj  being  taken  as  a  prize  before 
she  arrived  at  Teneriffe.  That  case  is  strong  to  shew  that 
this  was  an  insurable  interest,  for  there  the  subject-matter 
of  the  contract  was  destroyed  before  the  contract  could 
take  effect.  Lawrence,  J.,  says — ^'It  seems  to  me  that 
the  plaintiff  had  clearly  an  insurable  interest.  As  to  the 
objection  that  this  was  a  speculative  interest,  this  is  not 
unlike  a  case  (a)  which  happened  a  few  years  ago^  where 
it  was  held  that  the  profits  of  a  cargo  of  molasses  might 
be  insured,  notwithstanding  the  statute  19  Oteo.  2,  C;  S7.'' 
That  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  expected  profits  may  be 
insured.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ShoxQd  there  not  be  an 
interest  in  the  ship,  in  order  to  legalize  an  insurance  of 
expected  profits?  Li  that  case  there  was  a  legal  interest  in 
the  contract.  Parke,  B. — ^Where  a  man  has  goods  onboard 
a  ship,  then  he  may  insure  the  expected  profits  to  arise  from 
them.  But  is  there  any  interest  either  in  the  ship  or  goods 
in  this  case?  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  should 
have  a  legal  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  insurance* 
There  was  a  moral  certainty  and  reasonable  expectation  of 
profits  to  arise  firom  the  goods,  and  that  is  sufficient.  But 
if  not,  there  was  here  a  part  delivery  of  the  goods,  wUdi 
gets  rid  of  the  objection  that  there  was  no  contract  whidi 
could  be  enforced.  IParke,  B. — That  was  after  the  loas.] 
Profits  are  an  excrescence  growing  out  of  a  principal  mat* 
ter;  as  was  said  by  Lord  EUenborough,  in  the  case  ctBgre 
v.  Glover  {b),  ^*  an  excrescence  upon  the  value  of  tiie  goods 
beyond  the  prime  cost;''  and  the  excrescence  may  be  in- 


(a)  Referring  to  Grant  v.  Parkinson,  Park  on  Iniur.  305. 

(b)  IC  East,  218. 


HILABT  TESMj  3  VICT.  28L 

!ed  aepanitely  by  another  policy  tlian   tliat  of  the  JBm*.  rfPUoM^ 
Rdpel.     [Parke,  B.— It  10  clear  that  Harriaon  &  Co.     .   ^^'   . 
Id   have    insured   their    profits^    because    they    had     Stockdalx 
goods:    but   what    interest    had    the    plaintiffs    in       Dunor. 
n?     Harrison  &  Co.  ooxQd  have  assigned  them  to  a 
d  person,  and  he  coxQd  have  insured:   but  that  is  a 
Bfent  case  firom  the  present.]     The  profits  may  be  in- 
sd  independently  of  the  goods.  In  Barclay  v.  Caurins  {a), 
profits  oi  a  cargo  employed  in  trade  on  the  coast  of 
ica  were  held  to  be  an  insurable  interest.     So  in 
triek$on  v.  MargeUtm  (6),  which  was  an  insurance  at  and 
n  Hamburgh  to  Bourdeaux,  ''on  imaginary  profits/' 
id  Matufidd  said,  *^  The  meaning  of  the  policy  seems  to 
that  the  ship  and  cargo  shall  arrive  at  the  destined 
tj  and  is  on  the  profit  of  that  particular  ship  and  cargo ; 
the  market  varies,  and  may  depend  upon  twenty-four 
n  sooner  or  later;  so  that  unless  the  very  ship  and 
p  arrive,  the  profit  may  fail,  and  the  insurance  is  lost.'^ — 
y  also  dted  Hodgson  v.  Ghver  (c),  and  ^ng  v.  Glover  {d). 

Vesiwell,  Alexander,  and  TF.  H.  Watson,  contril,  were 
iped  by  the  Court. 

ord  Abinoer,  G.  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the 
ntiffs  had  any  insurable  interest  in  the  goods  in  ques- 
;,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  had  not.  The  argument 
he  plaintiff's  counsel  rests  upon  an  analogy  drawn  firom 

law  relating  to  insurance  on  freight.  It  is  very  true, 
sre  a  party  is  entitled  to  the  ship,  either  wholly  or  in 
ty  the  law  will  allow  him  to  make  a  separate  insurance 

the  freight.  If  there  is  a  charter-party,  and  the 
p  18  lost,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  freight.  But 
a  fthip  is  sent  out  for  goods,  and  none  are  received  on 
ittd,  there  is  no  interest  to  maintain  an  insurance  on  the 

(a)  2  Etst,  542.  (c)  6  East,  316. 

W  Id.  548,  note.  {d)  2  N.  R.  206. 

VOL.  VI.  B  M,  W. 
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Mxeh.  of  pltasf  profits.  Where  goods  are  received  on  board  of  m  vessel, 
..  ^  '  ^  and  a  contract  is  made  to  secure  them,  then,  if  a  loss  arises, 
Stockdalb  the  assured  may  recover,  because  his  receipt  of  the  goods 
DuMLor.  has  been  prevented  bj  perils  of  the  sea;  for  he  has  made 
a  contract  which  he  had  great  reason  to  expect  would  be 
performed.  But  the  cases  of  j&eight  are  not  analogous  to 
cases  of  insurances  on  the  profits  to  arise  from  the  sale  of 
goods.  They  stand  upon  the  assumpticm  that  the  party 
insuring  has  in  his  own  power  the  subject-matter  iqpon 
which  the  insurance  is  effected.  In  this  case,  the  plain- 
tiffs had  no  present  interest,  and  none  can  attach  on 
such  a  contract  as  this.  If  contracts  for  goods  to  be  pur- 
chased in  futuro  were  allowed  to  be  the  subject  of  insur- 
ance, it  would  be  allowing  a  wager  policy  to  be  made.  But 
such  a  doctrine  would  defeat  the  l^islative  provisions  (m 
the  subject,  and  create  an  imaginary  interest,  which  has 
no  foundation  in  law.  Here  there  was  no  written  contract 
nor  any  contract  which  the  plaintiffs  could  have  enforced. 
The  cases  of  freight  suppose  a  contract  which  is  capable  of 
being  enforced.  Here  no  interest  in  the  goods  was  passed  to 
the  plaintiffs.  There  is  a  contract  to  sell  100  tons  of  pahn 
oil,  to  arrive  by  the  Maria;  if  the  vessel  do  not  arrive,  or 
the  goods  do  not  arrive,  the  contract  is  void.  Then  where 
is  the  interest  ?  The  transaction  amounts  in  effect  to  an 
insurance  of  a  void  contract. 

Pabke,  B. — I  concur  in  opinion  with  the  Lord  Cbk£ 
Baron,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  insurable  interest.  I 
admit  that  profits  may  be  insured,  but  that  is  on  the  ground 
that  they  form  an  additional  part  of  the  value  of  the  good% 
in  which  the  party  has  already  an  interest.  Ulus,  the  owner 
of  goods  on  board  a  vessel  may  insure  the  profits  to  arise  from 
them.  So  may  a  consignee,  or  a  factor  in  respect  of  his 
commission.  So  may  captors,  because  they  have  a  lawful 
possession,  coupled  with  a  weU-founded  expectation  that 
their  claim  to  retain  the  goods  will  be  allowed.     So  may 


k 
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tie  owners  of  slaves^  or  a  captain  in  respect  of  his  commis-  ^ek.  of  pinuf 
tkm.    In  these  cases  there  is  either  an  absolute  or  a  spe-  '   ^ 

dal  property  in  possession.  There  the  profits  are  insured  Stockdale 
M  an  additional  Talue  upon  the  goods^  in  which  the  insurer  Dunlop. 
lias  a  present  interest.  Here^  however^  the  assured  are  not 
interested  at  the  time  of  the  goods  being  put  on  board,  but 
onlfiipon  their  arriyal.  They  rely  upon  the  honour  of  the 
vendor,  that  the  goods  shall  be  put  on  board  the  ship  spe- 
cified in  the  contract,  and  that  they  shall  be  delivered  to 
Aem  when  the  ship  arrives.  It  is  an  engagement  of  honour 
Bieiely.  K  it  is  not  a  contract  capable  of  being  enforced 
li  kw,  it  ia  notiiing.  The  contract  is  to  seU  the  goods  when 
ftejr  arrive,  but  there  was  no  memorandum  in  writing,  and 
onuequently  no  contract  which  was  capable  of  being  en- 
faoed,  at  the  time  either  of  the  insurance  or  the  loss ;  and 
if  it  ultimately  did  become  capable  of  being  enforced,  that 
VII  only  by  the  subsequent  part  delivery  and  accept- 
aee,  which  was  after  the  loss  had  occurred.  At  the  time 
cf  the  insurance  and  of  the  loss,  there  was  merely  an 
e^ectation  of  possession  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiiBTs, 
fninded  on  the  mere  promise  of  the  vendors,  but  there  was 
I  total  absence  of  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  in- 
aorance.  There  was  no  contract  which  could  be  enforced, 
but  a  mere  promise  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  Harrison  &  Co. 
to  deHver  the  oil  when  it  arrived.  There  was  no  interest 
whatever,  either  special  or  general,  in  the  cargo.  The  de- 
fendant is,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  third  plea. 

AxDEKsoN,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in 

tVWiV^Tig  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  insurable  interest  in  the 

cargo  of  the  ship  Maria.    The  contract  of  the  plaintiffs 

'wtth  Harrison  &  Co.  was  a  mere  verbal  contract,  incapable 

of  bring  enforced. 

Gxiiinnr,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


A  decUntion 
in  case  for 
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EicdL  of  PUoM, 
1840. 

PiM  and  Others  v.  Cubell  and  Others. 

vyASE  for  the  infiringement  of  a  ferry. — ^The  dedaratioa 
thei^nM.  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
ment of  a  ferry,  mitting  of  the  grievances,  &c.,  were  lawfully  possessed  of  a 

described  the 
ferry  as  being 

across  the  river  Mersey,  "  from  the  township,  parish,  chapelry,  or  place  of  Birkenhead,  in  the 
county  of  Chester,  to  the  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Liverpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster:"^ 
Hgld,  1st,  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  under  this  declaration,  although  he  proved  a  ftny 
both  waif 9,  as  well  from  L.  to  B.,  as  from  B.  to  L. ;  2ndly,  that  this  description  did  not  import  a 
ferry  from  the  whole  township,  &c.,  of  B^  to  the  whole  parish,  &&,  of  L.,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
might  recover  on  proof  of  a  ferry  from  any  point  within  B.  to  L. 

Under  a  lease  of  a  ferry,  describing  it  as  a  ferry  across  a  river  both  wajft,  a  ferry  acrosi  the 
river  one  way  only  will  pass. 

Semble,  that  the  establishment  of  a  ferry  across  the  river  Mersey,  having  its  teminos  in 
Birlienhead,  within  400  yards  of  the  plaintifl&'  ferry,  and  upon  which  the  defendaata  carried 
passengers  and  goods  for  hire  in  boats  from  Birlcenhead  to  Liverpool,  in  itself  imported  an  in* 
fringement  of  the  plaintiffs'  ferry,  for  which  they  might  maintain  an  action. 

The  plaintift  derived  title  to  their  ferry  under  a  grant  from  Edward  IIL  to  the  prfiorj 
of  Birkenhead.  The  defendanto,  in  disproof  of  this  title,  sought  to  shew  that  there  waa  a  pt^ 
existing  ferry  from  Liverpool  to  Birkenhead,  and  from  Birkenhead  to  Liverpool,  which  rendered 
the  grant  of  Edward  IH.  void  as  a  grant  of  ferry.  In  order  to  shew  that  both  were  ferriei  one 
way  only,  the  plaintiffs'  from  B.  to  L.,  and  the  other  from  L.  to  B.,  the  plaintiflb  gave  In  evi- 
dence certain  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  temp.  Chaa.  U 
on  an  information  filed  at  the  relation  of  the  then  lessee  of  the  latter  ferry  vnder  the  anmi^ 
Sir  W.  Mol]rneux,  against  the  proprietor  of  the  former,  a  Mr.  PowelL  The  informatioa  claimed 
a  ferry  both  ways,  and  sought  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding  In  certain  tiuta  in  tke 
Court  of  Requests  at  Westminster  in  dbturbance  of  the  right  of  the  relator,  and  prayed  procsM 
against  the  defendant  to  appear  in  the  Duchy  Court  to  answer  the  premises,  and  abide  dM 
order  of  the  Court.  Before  answer,  the  Court  made  an  order,  purporting  to  be  *'  In  txplaa- 
ation  of  an  injunction  against  the  defendant  to  permit  the  relator  peaceably  to  ei^oy  his  ferry, 
and  take  the  profit  thereof  in  such  manner  as  the  same  had  been  enjoyed  for  twenty  yean  ImI 
past,"  and  whereby,  (on  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  relator,  stating  that  the  occnplera  of  the 
two  ferries  had  been  accustomed  for  twenty  years  past  mutually  to  aecount  with  eadi  oClwr  it 
certain  times  and  places  agreed  on,  concerning  the  profiu  of  the  ferries,  the  occupiers  of  Powell's 
ferry  paying  to  the  occupiers  of  Molyneux's  ferry  half  the  profits  of  the  freight  laden  on  the 
Liverpool  side  and  landed  on  Cheshire  side,  and  the  latter  making  some  payments  to  the  femar 
for  part  of  the  profits  of  the  freight  laden  on  Cheshire  side  and  landed  on  Liverpool  side),  the  Coart 
ordered  that  Powell  should  account  and  pay  as  had  been  accustomed,  or  in  defeolt  an  attachment 
should  be  awarded  against  him.  The  answer  of  Powell  also  claimed  a  ferry  tioth  ways,  Ibunding  his 
title  on  the  grant  of  Edward  IIL  On  the  6th  of  June,  1627,  the  Court  ordered  thatan  attadmeot 
should  beawarded  against  the  defendant  for  his  contempt  in  not  accounting  according  to  the  fenncr 
order:  and  on  the  11th  of  June,  a  further  order  was  made,  that  the  ferrymen  on  boUi  aides shoold 
weekly  account  each  to  other  according  to  the  previous  usage ;  that  both  sides  ahoold  mocmaX 
each  to  other  for  the  time  past,  before  the  next  assises :  that  the  relator  might  take  oat  an  at- 
tachment de  bene  esse,  that  if  the  defendant  and  his  ferrjrmen  did  not  account  accordlogly  they 
might  be  attached  for  their  former  contempts ;  and  that  in  case  the  fenymen  of  the  relator  did 
not  account  according  to  that  order,  an  attachment  should  be  awarded  agunst  thenu  It  ap- 
peared that  depositions  were  afterwards  taken  in  the  suit  on  both  sides,  but  It  did  not  appear 
what  was  its  ultimate  result. 

Held,  that  none  of  the  above  orders  were  admissible  in  evidence,  as  not  amounting  to  any  inal 
decree,  or  containing  any  abjudication  of  the  Court  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties,  but  iiMJcly 
directing  the  continuance  of  a  certain  state  of  things  pendente  lite. 

A  right  of  ferry  is  a  matter  in  which  the  public  are  interested,  and  as  to  wUcfa,  therefore^ 
reputadon  is  evidence,  and  so  also  is  a  verdict  or  judgment  of  a  Court  of  competent  jniiadie- 
tlon,  toaching  the  same  right,  although  between  other  parties* 
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certain  ancient  ferry^  across  and  oyer  a  certain  arm  of  the  Bxek.  of  puat, 
sea  called  the  riyer  Mersej,  firom  the  township,  parish,     ^  ^^'  ^ 
chipeby,  or  place  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  Pim 

to  tlie  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Liverpool,  in  the  county      Curbll. 
of  Lancaster  (a),  for  carrying,  conveying,  and  ferrying  over 
and  across  the  said  river,  from  the  said  township,  &;c.,  of 
Birkenhead  to  the  said  parish,  &c.,  of  Liverpool,  within  the 
laid  ferry,  all  passengers  and  other  persons  having  occasion 
finr  the  same,  and  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such  persons, 
in  boats  kept  by  and  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiffs  there 
tat  that  purpose,  they  the  plaintiffs  taking  and  receiving 
certain  reasonable  freights  and  ferryages,  &c.    Breach, 
that  the  defendants,  contriving,  &c.,  on  the  1st  of  August, 
1837,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times,  &c.,  wrongfully 
earned  and  conveyed  divers  passengers  and  goods  for  hire 
in  certain  boats,  over  and  across  the  said  river,  from  the 
snd  township,  &c.,  ci  Birkenhead  to  the  said  parish,  &;c.,  of 
Liverpool,  and  upon  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  where 
the  plaintiffii  had  such  ferry  as  aforesaid,  and  over,  upon, 
and  within  the  said  ferry  of  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  &;c. 
Another  breach  alleged,  that  the  defendants  carried  pas- 
sengers and  goods  across  the  river,  from  Birkenhead  to 
liverpod,  near  to  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  where  the 
piMntiflk  had  such  ferry  as  aforesaid,  and  near  to  the  said 
ferry,  &c* 

Fleas — ^first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffir 
were  not  lawfully  possessed  of  an  ancient  ferry  across  and 
over  the  said  arm  of  the  sea„  tram  Birkenhead  aforesaid  to 
Liverpool  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declara- 
tion allied : — ^i]qpon  which  issues  were  joined. 

(a)  Tlie  dedaiation,  asorigiiially  that  their  ferry  legally  exiited  one 

framed,  daimed  the  ferry  both  ways,  way  cmly,  viz.  from  Birkenhead  to 

from  BiriLenhead  to  Liverpool,  and  Liverpool,  a  Judge's  order  was  oh- 

from  Liverpool  to  Birkenhead;  but  tained  to  amend  the  declaration 

aobeeqiient  investigation  into  the  accordingly. 
tide  hsTiiig  satisfied  the  plaintifiii 
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EMck.  of  PUas,      The  cause  was  first  tried  before   Vmtghan,  J,,  mt  the 

Cheshire  Summer  Assizes^  1838.  The  plaintiflfs  daimed  as 
lessees  of  a  ferrj  across  the  river  Mersey,  firom  Birkenhead 
to  Idyerpool,  called  the  "  Woodside  Ferry/'  under  a  lease 
granted  to  them  in  the  year  1833,  by  Francis  Bichaid 
Price,  Esq.,  the  alleged  owner  of  the  ferry.  The  defendants 
had,  in  the  year  1837,  set  up  another  ferry  across  the  m^r, 
firom  a  point  in  Birkenhead  called  the  Ivy  Bock,  about  400 
yards  to  the  eastward  of  the  terminus  of  the  Woodside 
Ferry,  to  Liverpool,  which  they  called  the  "  Monks'  Feny/' 
and  had  built,  on  the  Birkenhead  side,  a  pier  and  hotd^ 
and  established  steam-boats,  which  plied  regularly  during 
the  day.  It  was  for  this  alleged  invasion  of  the  plaintifh' 
ferry  that  the  action  was  brought. 

The  plaintiffs  derived  their  title  firom  letters  patent  im< 
der  the  great  seal,  dated  11  Edw.2,  A.n.  1818^  and4Edw.8, 
A.  D.  1331.  By  the  former,  after  reciting,  that  '^  firom  the 
vill  of  Liverpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  to  the  priogy 
of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  and  firom  the  said 
priory  to  the  aforesaid  vill,  over  [^*  ultra'']  the  arm  of  the 
sea  there,  a  common  passage  was  had  ["  commune  pasam/bm 
habeatur ''],  and  that  the  men  intending  to  pass  over  tiw 
said  arm  of  the  sea  had  hitherto  been  obliged  to  turn  aside 
to  the  said  priory,  because  in  the  place  of  the  afixrasaid 
passage  there,  there  were  not  any  houses  for  the  entertain- 
ment of  such  men,''  whereby  the  priory  was  burdened  be- 
yond its  means,  by  the  exercise  of  the  necessary  hoapitalilj, 
the  King  granted  to  the  prior  and  convent  of  the  said 
priory  of  Birkenhead  his  royal  license  to  erect  in  the  place 
of  the  said  passage  an  inn  or  house  of  entertainment,  fyar  the 
benefit  of  the  passengers.  The  letters  patent  of  4  Edw.  S, 
after  inspecting  and  confirming  the  above  grant,  stated, 
that  the  King,  "  willing  to  do  the  said  prior  and  convent  a 
more  abundant  favour,  and  for  the  benefit  of  those  wishing 
to  pass  over  by  water  there,  granted  to  the  said  prior  and 
convent,  <  quod  ipsi  et  eorum  suooessores  in  pexpetuum 
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iabetnt  ibidein  passagium  ultra  dictum  brachium  maris^  Bxek.  of  Pkat^ 
tm  pro  hominibua  quam  pro  equis^  et  aliis  rebus  quibus-     ^     ^* 
ennque/  and  tiiat  they  might  receive  for  that  passage  aa 
leMcmably  might  be  done.'' 

The  plaintiffs  next  put  in  certain  pleadings  in  a  quo 
nnrnntOy  filed  by  the  Attomey-Gteneral  of  the  Palatinate 
of  Chester^  in  the  Court  of  the  Earl  Palatine^  in  27  Edw, 
8,  (1354)^  against  the  prior  and  monks  of  the  priory  of 
Biikenhead^  touching  the  claims  of  the  conventj  and, 
mongst  others,  this  chum  of  a  right  of  passage.  The 
Friar  pleaded,  as  to  this  part  of  the  information,  the  aboye 
grant  of  the  4  Edw.  3,  which  he  set  forth.  The  Attorney- 
General  then  called  upon  him  to  state  his  tolls,  which 
bemg  stated,  he  replied  that  they  were  excessive.  The 
record  then  contained  an  award  of  a  venire,  but  it  did  not 
^(pear  what  was  the  result  of  the  proceeding  (a). 

At  the  dissolution  of  the  monasteries,  27  Hen.  8,  (1535), 
tlie  possessions  of  the  priory  of  Birkenhead  passed  to  the 
&own :  and  in  the  36  Hen.  8,  (1544),  the  King^s  receiver 
of  the  rents  of  the  late  priory  accounted  to  the  Crown  for 
''the  profit  of  the  ferry-house,  and  the  boat  called  the  ferry- 
boat, 4J.  68.  Sd." 

By  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal,  dated  in  Nov. 
1545,  (37  Hen.  8),  the  King  granted  to  Balph  Worsley,  in  con- 
lideration  of  568/.  lis.  6d.,  all  the  houses,  lands,  &c.,  of  the 
late  priory  of  Birkenhead, "  and  all  the  ferry  and  ferry-house, 
indboat  called  the  ferry-boat,  and  all  the  profit  of  the  same, 
vith  all  and  singular  every  of  their  appurtenances,  kc,"  to 
Iiold  the  same  by  the  20th  part  of  a  knight^s  fee,  and  an 
innual  rent  of  59«.  5d.  The  plaintiffs  clearly  deduced 
the  title  to  the  ferry,  through  several  settlements  and  wills, 
from  Balph  Worsley  to  Mr.  Price,  their  lessor,  and  shewed 
ike  payment  of  the  f^nTinnl  rent  of  59«.  Sd.,  first  to  the 

(a)  TUs  document  was  objected  to  on  the  second  trial  of  the  cause, 
^  withdrawn. 
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Areft.  Iff  Pkat,  Crown,  and  subsequently  to  the  grantees  of  the  Crown, 
^^^'  .  from  the  date  of  the  grant  to  Worsley  until  the  present 
time.  The  inquisitio  post  mortem  of  Ralph  Worsl^Tj  the 
grantee^  dated  16th  Eliz.,  (1672)^  was  read;  whereby  it 
was  found  that  he  died  seised  of  the  manor  of  Birkenhead, 
'^aud  of  a  passage  over  the  water  of  Merseyj  in  Birkenhead 
aforesaid/* 

The  plaintiffs  then  put  in  several  documents  for  the  pur- 
pose of  tracing  the  title  to  another  (as  they  alleged)  co-ex- 
isting ferry  across  the  river  Mers^,  from  Liverpool  ta 
Birkenhead  (a) ;  viz.: — 

18  Hen.  8,  (1228).  Conve]rance  from  Boger  de  Maresey 
to  Banulph,  Earl  of  Chester^  of  '^  all  his  lands  between  the 
Babble  and  the  Mersey/'  for  40  marks  of  silver.  This 
grant  was  confirmed  by  charter  of  King  Henry  8^  in  the 
same  year. 

18  Hen.  8,  (1288).  Assignment  to  Agnes,  wife  of  Wil- 
liam de  Ferrers,  Earl  of  Derby,  of  the  lands  between  the 
Babble  and  the  Mersey,  as  one  of  the  sisters  and  cdieir* 
esses  of  the  said  Banulph,  Earl  of  Chester. 

88  Hen.  8,  (1258).  Grant  of  the  King  to  Edward,  his 
first-bom  son  and  heir,  of  the  custody  of  all  the  lands 
which  were  of  William  de  Ferrers,  Earl  of  Derby,  to  be 
had  until  the  frill  age  of  the  heir  of  the  same  EarL 

41  Hen.  8,  (1266).  Account  of  Henry  de  Lee,  bailiff  rf 
the  Lord  Edward,  in  which  he  rendered  account  (inter 
aha)  of  £10  '^for  the  town  of  Liverpool,  with  toU,  stallage^ 
passage,  Sec" ' 

60  Hen.  8,  (1265).  Grant  by  the  King  to  Edmund,  his 
son,  of  the  castles  aud  lauds  of  Bobert  de  Ferrers,  Earl  of 
Derby,  with  all  their  appurtenances. 

26  Edw.  1,  (1296).  Liquisitio  post  mortem  of  the  Lord 
Edmund,  brother  of  the  King  Edward  1,  which  found  that 


(a)  This  feny  was  distinguished  throughout  the  cause  by  ttie  title  of 
the  Liverpool  ferry. 
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KMMicuBcd  of  (inter  alia)  '^  passagium  ultra  Mersey/'  EmIl  tf  Pimu, 
the  year  26*.  8rf.  ^im. 

w.  8^  (1849).    Account  of  the  King's  minister^ 
in  his  return  for  LiYerpool,  he  accounted  for 
&)  the  passage  of  a  boat,  &;c.,  demised  to  John^  the 
'illiam  del  Mer. 

J  under  the  seal  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  of  the 
ates  of  2  Rich.  8,  (1485);  20  Hen.  7,  (1505);  20 
1628);  87  Hen.  8,  (1645— the  same  year  as  the 
Balph  Worsley  above  mentioned) ;  1  &  2  Fhil.  & 
.154) ;  28  Eliz.  (1586),  were  put  in.  The  first 
described  the  ferry  as  ''the  passage  or  ferry 
water  of  Mers^,  between  the  town  of  IdYerpool 
county  of  Chester^  parcel  of  the  duchy  of  Lan- 
tgether  with  the  boat^  and  all  other  profits,  issues, 
:uments  to  the  same  passage  or  ferry  appertaining 
'  manner  belonging.  The  other  leases  described 
ily  as  ''  a  boat  for  a  passage  over  the  water  of 
* — ^^  a  boat  and  the  passage  over  the  water  of  Mer- 
the  ferry-boat  and  the  passage  oyer  the  water  of 
'  The  leases  of  1645  and  1564  were  (each  for 
)  to  Sir  William  Molyneux,  and  that  of  1586  to 
Molyneux. 

aintiffs  then  offered  in  evidence  certain  proceed-^ 
a  an  information  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
achy  of  Lancaster,  22nd  May,  2  Car.  1,  1626, 
ttomey-Greneral  of  the  duchy,  at  the  relation  of 
[lard  Molyneux,  against  Thomas  Powell,  Esq., 
andson  of  Ralph  Worsley,  and  then  owner  of  the 
e  Ferry)  and  two  of  his  ferrymen, 
formation  stated,  that  the  king  was  seized  in  his 
as  of  fee,  in  right  of  his  duchy  of  Lancaster,  of 
;he  village,  town,  and  lordship  of  Liverpool,  with 
ortenances,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  (inter 
nd  in  a  certain  ferry  or  passage  for  the  carrying 
sporting  of  all  passengers,  goods,  merchandize,  and 
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Steh.  rf  Pleat,  cattle,  by  one  or  moTe  ferry  boat  or  boatSj  at  all  ocmvenient 

and  fitting  times  of  the  year,  from  the  said  village,  kc.,  of 
Liverpool,  over  the  river  Mersey,  to  a  certain  place  called 
Birkenhead  Wood,  on  the  other  side  of  the  same  river, 
and  within  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  and  to  all  and 
every  other  place  upon  the  other  side  of  the  same  river, 
adjoining  or  abutting  to,  or  upon  the  confines  of,  the  said 
county  palatine  of  Chester ;  and  so,  in  like  manner,  firom 
the  said  place  called  Birkenhead  Wood,  and  other  places 
in  Cheshire,  on  the  other  side  of  the  said  river  Mersqr,  to 
the  said  village,  &;c.,  of  Liverpool.  It  then  set  forth  a 
lease  from  the  Crown,  dated  10th  May,  2  Jac.  1,  (1604), 
under  the  seal  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  to  Sir  Bichaid 
Molyneux,  Bart.,  deceased,  for  a  term  yet  unexpired^  at  a 
yearly  rent  of  14/.  69.  Sd.;  and  the  devolution  o£  the 
term,  upon  his  death,  to  Sir  Bichard  Molyneux,  his  son, 
the  relator.  It  then  alleged,  that  the  defendants,  intend* 
ing  wrongfully  to  dispossess  the  said  Sir  B.  Molyneux  of 
the  ferry  and  passage,  and  to  gain  and  acquire  the  same, 
and  the  fees  and  profits  thereof,  to  them  or  some  of  them, 
ftc.,  had  of  late  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  entered  and 
intruded  into  and  upon  the  said  ferry  or  passage,  and  did 
wrongfrdly  pretend,  challenge,  and  claim  the  same  fmj 
and  passage,  and  the  fees  and  profits  thereof,  to  be  the  in- 
heritance of  them,  or  some  of  them ;  and  had  of  late  hin- 
dered, disturbed,  and  interrupted,  and  still  did  hinder  and 
interrupt  the  said  Sir  Richard  Molyneux,  his  servants,  la- 
bourers, and  assigns,  of  and  in  the  said  ferry  and  pas- 
sage, to  have,  use,  exercise,  and  enjoy  the  same  with  their 
boats  and  vessels,  for  the  transportation  of  pasaengeni 
goods,  and  merchandize,  fix)m  and  to  the  several  places 
aforesaid,  and  in  manner  aforesaid;  and  to  receive  and 
take  the  profits  thereof,  according  to  the  ancient  ttiuge  Acre* 
tofore  used  in  thai  behaff:  and  in  furtherwrong  to  hia  Ma- 
jesty, and  his  lessees  and  fermors  of  the  said  feny  or  pas* 
sage,  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  had  then  of  late 
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ide  for  theinselTes  and  used  feny-boata  for  the  carrying  Arc*,  of  rua», 
i  transporting  of  passengers^  &c.,  over  the  said  river,  on  ^  ^^^' 
\  same  ferry  and  passage,  in  as  ample  a  manner  as  his 
lesty,  his  leasees  or  fermors  thereof,  were  rightfully  en- 
ed  to  do ;  and  did  wrongfully  daim  and  use  the  said 
7  Oft  passage,  and  land  their  passengers  and  freight 
A  hia  Majesty's  soil,  within  his  manor  or  town  of  liver- 
1 ;  and  did  likewise  take  into  the  same  ferry  passengers 
1  freight  on  Liverpool  side,  and  land  the  same  on  Che- 
re  side,  without  giving  anig  recompewe  to  his  Mqjesty^  or 
kneea  i»r  fermors  of  the  said  manor  and  ferry  in  respect 
ttoi,  &c.  The  information  went  on  to  allege,  that  the 
endants  had  commenced  several  suits  against  Mdlyneux 
I  several  oi  his  servants,  in  lus  Majesty's  Court  of  Re- 
sts, touching  the  said  feny  and  passage,  and  thereby 
lesvoured  to  impeach  his  Majesty's  title  to  the  ferry,  and 

fimi  and  profits  thereof;  and  to  stay  due  trial  and  pro- 
ding  in  divers  actions  of  account  by  the  under  tenants 
I  servants  of  Molyneux  against  the  defendants,  touching 

profits  of  the  ferry ;  and  had  obtained  orders  and  in- 
ctions  out  of  the  Court  of  Bequests  for  the  investing 
I  settling  of  the  defendants  in  the  peaceable  possession 
he  ferry,  ftc. ;  and  that  such  proceedings  trenched  upon 

King's  right  and  inheritance  in  the  ferry,  and  the  fees 
I  profits  thereof,  and  to  the  derogation  of  the  Duchy 
nrt,  &;c.  &c.  And  forasmuch  as  the  town  and  lordship 
Liverpool,  and  the  said  ferry  and  passage,  and  all  other 
!  things  aforesaid  granted  to  the  said  Sir  Eichard  Moly- 
IX,  were  in  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  and  within 
)  order,  survey,  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Duchy  Court,  and 

matters  whatsoever  for  or  concerning  the  same  were 
te  ^>tly  and  fitly  to  be  heard,  ordered,  and  decided 

that  Court  than  elsewhere,  the  information  therefore 
iyed  process  against  the  defendants  to  appear  in  his 
ijeitj's  Court  of  Duchy  Chamber,  at  Westminster,  to 
uwer  the  premises,  and  abide  the  order  of  the  Coiirt. 
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BseK  rf  PUot,      The  defendants  first  put  in  a  joint  plea  or  demurrer  to. 

the  information^  alleging  that  the  feny  therein  mentioned 
did  not  lie  nor  was  to  be  exercised  within  the  county  pala- 
tine of  Lancaster^  but  lay  out  of  the  body  of  every  coonty^ 
and  was  to  be  exerdsed  and  used  over  the  river  of  Meney^ 
which  river  divided  the  counties  palatine  of  Chester  and 
Lancaster^  and  therefore  the  information  did  not  allege 
any  sufficient  matter  to  entitle  the  Dudiy  Court  to  the  ju- 
risdiction thereof;  and  praying  judgment  whether  the 
Court  would  take  conusance  of  the  suit.  This  plea  was 
however  overruled;  and  by  an  order  bearing  date  the 
25th  Nov.^  in  the  same  year^  purporting  to  be  ''in  explan- 
ation of  an  injunction  formerly  granted,  by  which  the  de- 
fendants were  enjoined  to  permit  and  suffer  the  rehtor, 
and  all  claiming  under  him,  peaceably  and  quietly  to  en- 
joy the  said  ferry  and  passage,  and  to  take  the  profit  there- 
of, in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  same  had  been  eigoyed 
for  the  most  part  of  twenty  years  last  past,''  the  Conrt, 
''on  consideration  of  an  affidavit  of  the  under  fermor  of 
the  said  ferry,  whereby  it  appeared  that  the  fermors  of  the 
said  ferry  of  Liverpool,  and  the  fermors  and  oocupien  of 
the  ferry  claimed  by  the  said  Thomas  PoweU  over  the 
river  of  Mersey,  had  been  used  and  accustomed  for  the 
most  part  of  twenty  years  last  past,  and  above,  mutually 
to  account  with  each  other,  at  certain  times  and  places 
agreed  on  between  them,  for  and  concerning  the  fees  and 
profits  taken  by  means  of  the  said  several  ferries ;  and  that 
mutual  allowances  had  been  made  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid  each  to  other  for  the  said  profits,  vis.  that  the 
fermors  of  the  said  Thomas  Powell's  ferry  had  always  paid 
to  the  fermors  of  his  Majesty's  ferry  the  moiety  or  one  half 
part  of  the  benefit  of  such  fireight  as  was  laden  and  taken 
in  on  Liverpool  side,  and  landed  on  Cheshire  aide;  and 
that  likewise  the  fermors  of  Ids  Majesty's  feny  had  made 
some  payments  and  allowances  to  the  fermors  of  PowelFs 
ferry  for  part  of  the  profits  of  such  fireight  as  was  taken 
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into  the  feny  belongmg  to  his  Majesty^s  fennors  on  Che-  BxeL  rf  pUm, 
ahire  side,  and  landed  on  Idverpool  side  f^  ordered,  that  ^  _  * 
Powell,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  and  aU  other  persons 
using  or  occapying  the  said  ferry,  should,  on  sight  of  that 
order,  account  and  pay  to  the  fennors  or  occupiers  of  his 
Ifajesly's  ferry,  according  as  had  been  used  for  most  part 
of  twenty  years  past,  or  in  default  thereof,  an  attachment 
dionld  issue  against  the  said  Powell,  and  all  other  persons 
using  the  said  ferry. 

On  the  2nd  February,  1626-7,  the  defendant  Powell  filed 
his  ansngrer  to  the  information,  in  which  he  set  forth  the 
letters  patent  of  4  Edw.  8,  and  the  subsequent  title  to  the 
ferry  thereby  granted,  imtil  it  vested  in  himself:    and 
(after  denying  the  several  allegations  of  the  information) 
itated,  that  anciently,  to  wit,  from  the  time  of  the  grant 
made  to  the  said  prior  and  convent  as  aforesaid,  and  until 
of  late  years,  the  sole  ferrying  and  transporting  of  passen- 
gers, goods,  and  cattle  over  the  said  river,  in  the  aforesaid 
place,  was  by  the  tenants  or  servants  of  those  under  whom 
tbe  defendant  claimed  his  estate  in  the  said  ferry,  and  by 
lU)  others :  but  that  of  late  years  certain  of  the  townsmen 
of  liverpool  had  by  little  and  little  encroached  upon  his 
and  Ids  ancestors'  right,  in  taking  upon  them  to  make  a 
W  for  the  transportation  of  passengers,  goods,  and  cat- 
^  contrary  to  justice,  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defend- 
^t;  that  he  the  defendant  had  not  at  any  time  made  or 
^  any  ferry  boats  for  the  transportation  of  passengers, 
k,,  but  that  the  other  defendant  (his  lessee)  and  other 
tenants  of  the  ferry  before  him,  had  from  time  to  time  re- 
paired the  ancient  and  accustomed  ferry-boats,  and  made 
flew  boats  as  occasion  required;  without  this,  that  the  de- 
fendant wrongfully  claimed  or  used  the  said  ferry,  or  other- 
wise than  was  lawful  for  him  to  do,  or  had  commenced  any 
foits  against  Molyneux,  &c.,  for  any  other  purpose  than  the 
quieting  of  the  defendant,  his  tenant  and  servants,  in  the 
possession  of  the  said  ferry  and  of  the  profits  thereof,  &c. 
On  the  6th  June,  1627,  the  Court  made  an  order  that 
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eJL  nf  Pleats  an  attaclunent  should  be  awarded  against  the  defendant 

•  ^    for  their  contempt  in  not  accounting  according  to  the  fin 

PiM         mer  order;   and  on  the  11th  June  a  farther  order  wa 

CvmsLL.  made,  that  Mr.  Powell  should  cause  his  fenymen  to  ac 
count,  or  else  discharge  himself  by  affidant  that  he  coqI 
not  procure  them  to  account,  according  to  the  former  ordfl 
of  the  Court : ''  and  that  the  ferrymen  on  both  sides  sfaoidi 
weekly  account  for  the  profits  of  the  said  ferries,  eadi  t 
other,  as  had  been  used  for  the  most  part  of  twenty  yeai 
last  past,  and  for  such  time  past  as  the  ferrymen  o: 
both  sides  had  not  theretofore  accounted  for  the  profits  c 
their  ferries,  according  as  they  had  usually  done  fer  tk 
most  part  of  twenty  years  last  past ;  that  both  sides  shoul 
account  each  to  other  for  the  said  time  past  at  or  before  tli 
next  assises  to  be  held  at  Lancaster;  and  that  therelafto 
might  take  forth  an  attachment  de  bene  esse,  that  if  tb 
defendant,  and  all  other  his  ferrymen,  should  not  aooomi 
according  to  the  tenor  of  that  order,  they  should  be  at 
tached  in  regard  of  former  contempts  appearing  to  theCom^ 
and  in  case  the  ferrymen  of  the  relator  did  not  account  a 
cording  to  that  order,  then  an  attachment  to  be  award 
against  them  for  their  contempt  in  not  accounting/' 

These  proceedings  were  objected  to  by  the  defendaj 
counsel,  as  being  inadmissible  in  evidence  on  two  gxoux 
first,  that  the  suit  was  res  inter  alios  acta;  and  seoor 
that  there  was  no  final  decree  or  judgment.     For  the  p 
tiffs,  Laybowm  v.  Crisp  {a)  was  referred  to,  and  at 
authority  of  that  case  the  learned  Judge  admitted  th 
dence.   Certain  depositions  taken  in  the  same  suit,  ui 
commission  issued  subsequently  to  the  last  order,  we 
tendered  in  evidence,  but  on  being  objected  to,  wer 
drawn.  It  did  not  appear  what  was  the  final  result  oft 

The  plaintiffs'  counsel  then  put  in  several  leasr 
Woodside  Ferry  bythe  ancestors  of  Mr.  Price.  One 
being  a  lease  firom  Ahce  Price  to  WilUam  Woods, 

(o)  4  M.  &  W.  320. 
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yean,  dated  6th  June,  1752^  contained  a  covenant  by  the  Snk.  ^  ptetu, 
leflsee  to  pay  the  yearly  sum  of  40s,  to  the  Honourable  * 

Thomas  Molyneux^  '^for  the  liberty  oi  taking  off  passen- 
gers from  Liverpool  town  side/' — ^The  lease  from  Mr.  Price 
to  the  plaintiflhy  which  was  dated  31st  August^  1835,  de- 
scribed the  feny  as  existing  both  ways,  from  Birkenhead 
to  Liverpool,  and  from  Liverpool  to  Birkenhead;  and  it 
amtained  a  proviso  enabling  the  plaintiffs  to  determine  the 
lease  upon  six  months'  notice,  in  case  a  legal  ferry  should 
be  established,  by  act  of  Parliament  or  otherwise,  within 
five  hundred  yards  <^  the  plaintiff's  ferry. 

The  plaintiffs  then  called  a  number  of  witnesses,  the  re- 
lolfc  of  whose  evidence  was,  that  as  fiar  back  as  living 
memory  went,  there  had  been  a  quay,  and  a  regular  es- 
tablishment of  boats  plying  at  stated  intervals,  at  Wood- 
ade,  where  the  lessee  of  the  ferry  had  always  kept  a 
{iiiUic-house ;  carrying  passengers  formerly  at  2d.j  but 
nnoe  the  introduction  of  steam-boats,  at  3d.  a  head ;  that 
donng  all  the  time  sailing-boats  were  in  use,  the  Liver- 
pool UnonrboaiM  had  been  in  the  habit  of  bringing  passen- 
gers across  to  the  Cheshire  side :  that  they  were  never  per- 
mitted  to  land  them  on  the  Woodside  quay,  or  to  take 
[       btdi  passengers  from  the  quay,  except  at  one  time  on 
I       PTment  of  a  penny  each,  which  was  called  the  ''landing 
pomy  f*  that  more  or  less  resistance  had  also  been  made  at 
different  times  to  their  taking  back  passengers  from  other 
)^  of  the  Cheshire  shore  within  the  alleged  limits  of  the 
Woodside  Ferry,  unless  in  the  case  of  their  bringing  across 
parties  f<Hr  recreation,  whom  they  were  always  allowed  to 
wait  f(Hr  and  take  back.    About  twenty  years  ago,  on  the 
introduction  of  steam-boats,  another  ferry  (so  called)  was 
established,  with  Mr.  Price's  permissibn,  from  a  point 
about  800  yards  to  the  eastward  of  the  Woodside  Ferry  to 
Liverpool,  which  was  called  the  Birkenhead  Ferry ;  and 
aince  that  time  steam-boats  had  regularly  run  during  the 
day  on  both  these  lines  of  ferry.    Li  the  year  1826,  the 
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Sxeh.  of  PUat,  then  lessec  of  the  ferry  built  a  new  and  more  ccnmnodiom 

qnay^  or  slip^  about  100  yards  to  the  westward  of  the  old 
quay^  which  had  since  been  disused.  Before  the  existence 
of  the  present  town  of  Birkenhead^  there  were  few  houses 
within  the  township^  and  the  high  road  leading  firom  Ches- 
ter to  the  water-side  came  down  to  the  shore  at  the 
point  called  lyy  Bock^  and  thence  ran  along  the  shore  as 
fiar  as  the  old  Woodside  quay ;  beyond  which  to  the  west- 
ward there  was  no  regular  road,  but  only  the  open  shore  of 
'  the  river.  Since  the  town  of  Birkenhead  has  been  bmU^ 
within  the  last  fifteen  or  twenty  years,  this  road  has  been 
destroyed,  and  the  high  road  firom  Chester  comes  direcUy 
to  the  shore  at  Woodside :  and  between  it  and  the  liver 
are  several  streets,  and  a  considerable  population. 

An  admission  of  the  defendants'  attorney  was  put  in, 
whereby  it  was  admitted,  ''  that  the  defendants  did,  on  the 
1st  day  of  August,  1837,  and  on  divers  other  days  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  carry  and  convey  divers 
passengers  and  goods,  for  hire,  in  certain  boats,  firom  a 
point  in  Birkenhead  called  the  Ivy  Bock,  to  Liverpool, 
and  back  again.''  No  evidence  was  however  given  of  the 
carrying  by  the  defendants  of  any  particular  individuals,  or 
whence  the  persons  carried  by  them  came,  further  thaiL 
that  some  of  them  were  seen  to  come  firom  the  presenb 
Chester  road. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case,  CresmoeU,  lor  the 
defendants,  apphed  for  a  nonsuit,  on  several  grounds. 
First,  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaration 
and  the  evidence,  inasmuch  as  the  declaration  claimed  the 
right  of  ferry  generally  firom  the  township  of  Birkenhesd 
to  the  parish  of  Liverpool ;  whereas  the  evidence  was  onlj 
of  a  ferry  firom  a  point  within  the  township  of  Birkenhead, 
viz.  Woodside,  to  Liverpool :  that  the  declaration  ou^ 
to  have  stated  the  actual  termini  of  the  ferry,  and  not 
having  done  so,  and  the  statement  being  laager  than  the 
proof,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover.    Farther,  that  tiie 
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dedaration  claimed  the  ferry  one  way  only,  but  all  the  E^eh.  of  PUas, 
evidence  was  of  the  exerdse  of  a  ferry  both  ways,  which     ^  ^ 
also  waa  a  variance.     Secondly,  that  inasmuch  as  a  ferry 
could  only  exist)  in  point  of  law,  as  a  part  of  a  highway 
across  a  river  or  arm  of  the  sea,  for  the  purpose  of  commu- 
mcating  with  highways  or  vills  on  either  side,  the  right  of 
ferry  had  been  lost  by  the  change  of  its  site,  on  the  con« 
ftmction  c^  the  new  quay,  whereby  it  no  longer  communi- 
cated with  the  ancient  highway  of  which  it  was  before  a 
continuation ;  or  that  if  the  owner  of  the  ferry  could  so 
change  the  site  at  his  pleasure  through  an  entire  district, 
Iiis  duty  being  co-extensive  with  his  right,  he  was  bound  to 
provide  the  public  with  the  means  of  landing  and  embark- 
ing throughout  the  same  limits ;  on  which  point  he  cited 
Tnfip  V,  Drank  (a).    Thirdly,  that  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  invasion  of  the  plaintiff's  ferry,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not 
Bhewn  that  any  of  the  persons  carried  by  the  defendants 
▼oold  otherwise  have  crossed  in  the  Woodside  boats,  or 
that  they  came  from  the  road  which  terminated  in  the 
Woodside  ferry.    Fourthly,  that  by  the  erection  of  the 
Birkenhead  ferry,  with  Mr.  Price's  consent,  he  had  lost 
lus  exclusive  right :  that  if  his  right  extended  through  the 
possessions  of  the  priory,  so  also  did  his  duty ;  and  that 
by  the  license  to  establish  the  ferry  at  Birkenhead  he  had 
deprived  himself  of  the  means  of  performing  that  duty, 
tnd  80  had  lost  the  right.     The  learned  Judge  reserved 
^bese  points,  and  the  case  proceeded. 

The  learned  counsel,  in  his  address  to  the  jury,  con- 
tended, that  it  clearly  appeared  by  the  recital  in  the 
letters  patent  of  11  £dw.  2,  that  there  was,  at  that  time,  an 
existing  ferry  (for  that  the  word  passagium  must  be  so 
oonstrued)  across  the  Mersey,  from  Liverpool  to  Birken- 
head, and  back  again ;  and  therefore,  that  the  grant  of  the 

(a)  4  T.  R.  666. 
VOL.  VI.  S  M.  W. 
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tf  Pkat,  4  Edw.  8^  to  the  prior  and  convent^  could  operate  only  as 
a  license  to  carry  passengers  across  the  river^  and  reoeiTe 
a  toll^  without  being  subject  to  an  information  at  the  suit  of 
the  Crown^  but  not  to  give  them  any  exclusive  right  of 
ferry^  or  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  pre-existing  ferry. 

The  defendants  then  called  witnesses^  whose  evidence^ 
in  the  main^  was  to  the  same  effect  as  those  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, excepting  that  they  spoke  more  strongly  to  the  inter- 
ruptions of  the  ferry  by  the  Liverpool  boatmen.  They  put 
in  also  other  leases  of,  and  minister's  accounts  relating  to, 
the  Liverpool  ferry.  From  one  of  these  leases  it  appeared 
that,  at  the  period  of  the  grant  of  the  Woodside  feny  to 
Ralph  Worsley,  in  1545,  the  Liverpool  ferry  was  in  lease  to  a 
subject.  This  ferry  continued  in  the  possession  of  the  Moly- 
neux  family  until  the  year  1777,  when  it  was  sold  by  themi 
together  with  the  tolls,  harbour  dues,  &c.,  of  the  town  of 
Liverpool,  to  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool;  since  which 
period  the  exclusive  ferry  right  has  never  been  exercised. 
An  examined  copy  of  the  record  in  a  cause  of  jPrtoe  v. 
EUison,  Trin.  T.  1773,  was  also  put  in.  It  was  an  action  of 
assumpsit  by  Mr.  Price,  the  then  owner  of  the  Woodside 
ferry,  claiming  to  recover  a  toll  of  a  penny,  due  firam  the 
defendant,  for  landing  on  the  plaintiff's  quay  and  land, 
within  the  limits  of  the  ferry.  In  some  of  the  counts  of  the 
declaration,  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Birkenhead,  in  others  as  owner  of  the  ferry.  The  dedara- 
tion  alleged  the  ferry  as  existing  both  ways.  It  i^peaied 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sued  out  several  successive  writs  be- 
fore he  declared;  and  there  was  an  entry  of  judgment  of 
non  pros.,  and  of  the  taxation  of  costs  for  the  defendant- 
It  was  contended  that  the  whole  documentaiy  title  of  ihs 
plaintiffs  established  a  ferry  (if  any)  both  ways,  and  n 
disproved  the  ferry  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs :  and  that  tUi 
view  of  the  case  was  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of  the 
record  in  Price  v.  Ellison;  since,  if  it  were  a  feny  one  wa; 
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only,  the  owner  of  the  ferry  could  never  have  considered  BgtA.  itf  Pttm, 

1840 
himself  entitled  to  the  ''landing  penny''  claimed  in  that 

action. 

The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  stated,  in  the  first 
instance,  his  opinion  upon  the  points  made  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  for  a  nonsuit  7 — 1.  That  under  the  allegation 
of  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintifiB  were  possessed  of  a 
feny  from  Birkenhead  to  Idverpool  and  from  Liverpool  to 
Birkenhead,  they  might  recover  in  respect  of  a  ferry  from 
any  particular  point  in  Birkenhead  to  Liverpool  only,  if  it 
were  established  by  the  evidence.    2.  That  it  sufficiently 
appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  site  of  the  ancient 
ferry  was  the  same,  or  very  nearly  so,  with  that  of  the  pre- 
leat  tenninus  at  Woodside ;  and  that  it  had  in  fact  com- 
nnoiicated  with  the  highway  leading  thither.     3.  That  the 
fids  stated  in  the  defendants'  admission,  and  the  carrying 
Vy  them  of  persons  coining  from  the  Chester  road,  were 
Bofficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  invasion  by  the 
defendants  of  the  plaintiffs'  ferry.     His  Lordship,   after 
ttating  the  evidence,  left  to  the  jury  the  two  questions, 
H  whether  the  plaintiffs,  as  lessees  of  Mr.  Price,  were 
possessed  of  an  ancient  ferry  from  Birkenhead  to  Liver- 
pool; and,  2ndly,  whether,  if  they  were,  the  defendants  had 
infringed  that  ferry.    The  jury  found  a  verdict,  on  both 
i>snes,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

In  the  following  Term,  CressweU  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
^ter  a  nonsuit  on  the  several  points  reserved  at  the  trial : 
ttid  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceedings 
in  the  information  against  Thomas  FoweU  had  been  im- 
properly received  in  evidence;  and  also  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection : — Ist,  in  the  learned  Judge's  not  having 
stated  to  the  jury,  that  the  grant  under  which  the  plaintiffs 
chimed  was  a  grant,  not  of  an  exclusive  franchise,  but  only 
of  a  license ;  and,  2ndly,  in  his  having  led  them  to  conclude 
that  the  particular  position  of  the  ferry  originally  was  not 

82 


250  CASES   IN    THE    EXCHEQUSBj 

Bxek.  rf  Pteat,  material  to  the  plaintiffs^  risht  to  recover. — ^In  East 

1840. 

Term^  1839^  cause  Mras  shewn  against  this  rule  by 

The  Attorney  General,  Temple^  Evans,  Jervis,  and  Wdrii 
— ^I.  Firsts  as  to  the  objection  that  there  was  a  variance  be 
tween  the  ferry  stated  in  the  declaration  and  that  profed 
It  is  not  correct  to  say  that  there  was  no  evidence  thi 
the  ferry  existed  one  way  only.  It  appeared  that  thai 
had  never  been  any  station  for  the  Cheshire  boats  on  ih 
Liverpool  side^  or  vice  versa,  nor  was  there  evidence  of  aiq 
obligation  on  the  convent  or  their  successors  to  maintm 
boats  on  the  Lancashire  side^  or  on  the  Liverpool  fenymei 
to  maintain  boats  on  the  Cheshire  side^  as  would  necena 

• 

rily  have  been  the  case  in  a  tidal  river  of  this  description 
had  the  right  of  ferry  existed  both  ways.  And  thus  ilu 
co-existence  of  the  two  ferries  may  be  reconciled.  Bnl 
further^  even  if  there  was  evidence  to  prove  a  legal  fen] 
both  ways^  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  set  forth  ih 
whole  of  their  right  in  their  declaration.  [Parke,  B.-B 
they  have  it  both  ways,  they  have  it  one  way.]  On  tki 
principle,  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  disturbance  of  com- 
mon, where  the  right  was  alleged  to  be  in  respect  of  i 
messuage  and  150  acres  of  land,  it  was  held,  that  the  de- 
claration was  divisible,  and  that  proof  of  a  right  of  com- 
mon in  respect  of  the  land  only  was  sufficient  to  entidfi 
the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict :  Ricketts  v.  Selwey  (a).  But  it  i 
further  objected,  that  the  plaintiffs  claim  the  ferry  over  tk 
entire  district  of  Birkenhead ;  whereas  they  have  pfo^ed 
it  only  firom  point  to  point.  But  the  declaration  is  in  the 
usual  form  when  the  ferry  is  claimed  firom  point  to  point 
The  termini  are  never  set  forth  by  metes  and  bounds.  0 
is  alleged  that  the  ferry  is  firom  this  township,  &c.,  of  Bir- 
kenhead to  Liverpool,  because  Woodside,  the  station  of  th^ 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  360 ;  1  Chit.  R.  104,  112. 
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is  within  the  township^  &c.^  of  Birkenhead.  It  might  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
II  be  said  that  the  declaration  claims  the  ferry  all 
Liyerpool.  It  is  unnecessary^  therefore^  to  consider 
er  the  right  was  more  largely  established  by  proofs 
se  it  is  not  claimed  so  extensively  as  is  alleged  by 
fendants. 

Secondly^  it  is  said  there  is  no  proof  of  the  identity 
i  present  site  of  the  ferry  with  that  granted  by 
*d  8.  There  is  no  foundation  whatever  for  this  ob- 
i:  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  site  has  ever  since 
it  Woodside.  That  was  until  very  recently  the  only 
1  in  Birkenhead^  and  must  reasonably  be  taken  to 
5  site  of  the  house  originally  built  by  the  Monks 
the  license  of  the  Crown. 

.  Thirdly^  it  is  objected  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
gement  of  the  plaintiffs'  ferry  by  the  defendants, 
lis  part  of  the  ai^nment^  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
ame  that  they  have  the  rights  such  as  they  have  al- 
it.  If  so^  can  it  be  sidd  that  the  defendants'  admis- 
ras  not  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  invasion  of 
ight  ?  If  the  ferry  established  by  the  defendants  had 
four  instead  of  four  hundred  yards  distant  from  the 
iffs,  the  objection  would  equally  apply.  The  point 
»erversion  of  the  doctrine  established  in  Huzzey  v. 
[a),  [Parke,  B. — There  was  certainly  evidence  to  go 
jury  of  the  defendant's  carrying  substantially  from 
me  towns  or  vills.  There  is  some  difficulty  in  recon- 
some  of  the  cases  with  Tripp  v.  F)rank  {b) :  but  this 
t  the  case  of  carrying  one  passenger^  but  of  building 
ie\,  and  establishing  steam-boats^  by  which  they  must 
carried  a  multitude.]  But  independently  of  the 
ssion,  there  was  also  evidence  whence  the  jury  might 
,  that  some  of  the  persons  carried  came  from  Chester 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  432.  (6)  4  T.  R.  666. 
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«t,  or  other  places  in  the  interior  of  the  coontiy,  to  go  by 
^    Woodside.     [Lord  Abbiffer,  C.  B. — Supposing  you  estab- 
lished that  you  had  the  fenyj  can  anybody  doubt,  that  on 
a  writ  <^  ad  quod  damnum^  the  jury  irould  haye  Ibiiuid 
this  to  be  an  invasion  of  it  ?] 

IV.  The  next  objection  is^  that  the  right  of  feriy  is  de- 
stroyed by  the  setting  up  of  the  Birkenhead  fenry  with  the 
license  of  the  owner  of  the  Woodside  ferry.  [AUknoa, 
B. — ^If  the  ferry  be  from  point  to  point  only,  it  can  be 
maintained  as  well  as  before.]  That  is  the  answer  to  the 
objection.  But  even  if  the  right  be  more  extensive^  es- 
isting  within  certain  defined  limits,  there  is  no  anthoritj 
for  saying  that  it  is  lost  by  the  conveying  away  of  a  portioa 
of  the  knd  within  those  limits.  A  right  of  feny  mayenst 
wholly  disconnected  from  the  right  in  the  soil  on  either 
side;  and  it  would  not  be^  qui  ferry,  rateable  to  the  poor: 
12.  V.  Ellis  (a).  It  is  impossible  that  there  can  be  a  ctm- 
tinuous  quay  throughout  the  whole  district  of  the  tanj 
right :  it  must  be  sufficient  if  the  ferryman  provide  tlia 
public  throughout  the  district  with  reasonable  means  of 
landing  and  embarkation.  IParke,  B. — I  understand  the 
argument  for  the  defendants  to  be,  that  by  your  dedar- 
ation  you  are  boimd  to  prove  a  ferry  throughout  the  whole 
chapelry  of  Birkenhead,  and  that  you  have  not  done  so; 
but  that,  if  you  have,  you  have  lost  it  by  parting  with  r 
portion  of  the  shore.]  It  is  sufficient  to  answer  that  n 
such  extensive  right  is  in  fact  claimed. 

Y.  With  respect  to  the  alleged  misdirection,  the  so: 
ming  up  of  the  learned  Judge,  as  stated  in  the  report 
altogether  free  from  exception.    He  stated  to  the  jury, 
expressed  his  opinion  upon,  the  point  as  to  the  aU' 
variance;  he  left  to  them  the  conduaion  to  be  derived 
the  usage;  the  question  as  to  the  identity  of  site^  an' 

(a)  1  M.  &  Sel  652. 
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as  to  tbe  infiing^DDent.    And  as  to  the  objectioii^  that  he  Etdu  tf  PUatp 

did  not  leave  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  plaintiffs  had 

proved  an  excbtrive  ferry,  or  only  a  license,  it  was  sufficient 

to  leaye  to  them  the  question,  whether  by  the  documents 

and  the  kng  usage  taken  together^  the  plaintiffs  had 

proved  that  whidi  they  had  allied,  an  ancient  legal  ferry 

from  Birkenhead  to  liverpooL    The  word  paseagium,  used 

in  the  grant  cf  Edward  3,  is  the  proper  legal  term  to 

describe  and  convey  a  ferry:   and  it  is  the  same  word 

vliich  is  employed  in  the  documents  put  in  evidence  to 

deicribe  the  Liverpool  ferry.    There  is  no  doubt  that  the 

ftny  at  Woodside  has  in  £u^  existed  for  more  than  five 

oe&tnries.    It  has  been  granted  and  enjoyed  with  all  the 

incidents  of  a  legal  ferry.    There  must  have  been  an  actual 

fnmge  across  the  river  for  all  the  time ;  and  it  is  doubtless 

diat  only  which  is  intended  by  the  '^commune  passagiimL^' 

mentioned  in  the  grant  of  Edw.  2.    It  is  seldom  that  so 

stioDg  evidence  has  been  given  of  the  existence  of  a  legal 

fcatiy, 

VI.  The  last,  and  most  important  question,  is  as  to  the 
simitsibility  of  tiie  proceedings  temp.  Car.  1,  which  were 
objected  to  at  the  trial  (a). 

Krst,  this  is  a  case  in  which  repuiaHon  would  be  evi- 
denoe,  and  in  which^  therefore,  a  verdict  or  judgment  of  a 
Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or  a  decree  or  order  in 
equity,  adjudicating  upon  the  right  in  question,  is  also 
eiidenoe,  although  it  be  res  inter  alios  acta.    This  is  a 
question  pubUd  juris.   The  navigable  river  is  a  great  high- 
way ;  the  boats  of  the  ferry  may  be  considered  as  a  bridge 
across  it.     If  it  be  a  legal  ferry,  the  owner  is  bound  to 
keep  boats  and  a  station,  and  is  indictable  if  he  fail  to  do 

(a)  At  the  close  of  the  Attor-      lieved  from  arguing  all  the  points 
nejf-General's  azguratnl^  the  other      except  this  last 
cooneel  for  the  plaintlfb  were  re- 
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ExeK  of  Pleat,  80.  All  the  Queen's  subjects  have  a  rights  in  considera- 
tion of  the  toll,  to  be  carried  over  it :  Payne  v.  Partridge  (a)  / 
Huzzey  v.  Meld.  It  is,  indeed,  much  more  pnblici  juris 
than  the  boundary  of  a  manor  or  a  parish.  The  case  of 
Reg.  V.  Sutton  {b)  is  very  analogous  to  the  present,  lliere, 
on  an  indictment  for  the  nonrepair  of  a  bridge,  charging 
the  defendants  with  a  liability  ratione  tenurae,  a  record, 
setting  forth  a  presentment,  in  the  time  of  Sdw.  3,  against 
a  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  who  was  thereby  charged  with  non- 
repair of  the  same  bridge,  and  liability  to  repair,  a  trial  of 
this  presentment  at  the  assizes,  and  an  acquittal  of  the 
Bishop  as  not  liable,  was  held  admissible  in  evidence 
for  the  defendants.  It  appeared  from  the  same  record, 
that  the  jury,  being  asked  who  was  bound  to  repair,  an- 
fiFwered,  that  they  did  not  know ;  and  being  asked  when 
and  by  whom  it  was  first  built  or  repaired,  said,  about 
60  years  since,  and  then  of  alms  by  the  Bishop  of  Idncofau 
This  finding  also  was  held  to  be  evidence.  [Aldenom, 
B. — ^That  was  when  the  jury  were  simunoned  de  vidneto, 
and  their  functions  were  less  limited  than  at  present. 
Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Brett  v.  Beales  (c).]  In  Rex  v. 
Antrobus  {d),  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  the  trial  of 
an  information  against  the  sheriff  of  Cheshire  for  not  exe- 
cuting a  criminal,  held  evidence  of  reputation  that  the 
sheriff  was  exempt  and  that  the  corporation  of  Chester 
were  bound  to  execute,  not  to  be  admissible ;  but  the  pro- 
priety of  that  decision  may  perhaps  be  doubted.  In  the 
case  of  The  City  ofLondony.  Gierke  (e),  which  is  the  found— 
ation  of  this  class  of  cases,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  (xck, 
the  case,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  prescribed  to  have  a  toll 
on  all  malt  brought  by  the  west  coimtry  barges  to  Lon.- 

(a)  1  Salk.  12;  1  Show.  232 ;  (c)  Moo.  &  M.  416. 

3  Mod.  294.  {di  2  Ad.  &  £.  788. 

(h)  8  Ad.  &  E.  516 ;  3  Nev.  &  P.  («)  Carth.  181. 

rkta 
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don,  that  verdicts  obtained  against  other  -vrest  country  Rxch,  of  PUas, 
maltsters  were  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  defend- 
ant, though  he  was  neither  party  nor  privy  to  those  suits. 
On  the  same  principle,  in  Reed  v.  Jackson  (a),  a  verdict 
against  one  defendant  in  trespass,  on  an  issue  of  a  justifi- 
cation of  a  public  right  of  way,  negativing  the  right,  was 
lield  evidence  in  trespass  for  breaking  the  same  close, 
against  another  defendant  who  justified  under  the  same 
light.     A  navigable  river  being  in  law  a  pubUc  highway, 
liiat  case  is  strictly  analogous  to  the  present.     In  Roffers  v. 
Wood  (6),  the  document  tendered  in  evidence  was  held  in- 
admissible, on  the  ground  that  it  could  not  be  considered 
as  the  decree  of  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

Then  the  further  question  is,  whether  these  orders  of 
the  Duchy  Court,  or  any  of  them,  were  sufficiently  ^na/, 
or  rafiSdently  adjudicatory  on  the  right  now  in  question, 
to  lender  them  receivable.  There  are  many  cases  in  which, 
19011  similar  questions,  orders  and  proceedings  not  ab- 
lolutely  final  have  been  admitted.  In  Tooker  v.  Duke  of 
Beai^drt  (c),  a  commission  under  the  seal  of  the  Court  of 
Exdiequer,  to  inquire  as  to  the  boundaries  of  a  manor, 
uid  an  inquisition  taken  thereon,  were  held  admissible  in 
evidence,  although  not  conclusive,  on  a  question  to  seeking 
the  same  right.  So,  in  Brisco  v.  Lomax  (d),  on  a  question 
tt  to  the  boundary  between  two  manors,  the  finding  of  a 
jury  sommoned  under  a  commission  firom  the  Duchy  Court 
rf  Lancaster,  to  determine  the  boundary  between  those 
inanors,  on  the  petition  of  the  then  owners,  was  held  ad- 
iniasible  in  evidence  3  although  it  did  not  appear  that  any 
s^ps  had  been  taken  after  the  return  of  the  verdict  to  the 
I^y  Court.  In  those  cases  the  commissions  were 
0^  interlocutory  proceedings,   and  do  not  appear  ever 

W  1  East,  355.  (d)  8  Ad.  &  E.  198;  3  Nev.  &  P. 

(*)  2  B.  &  Adol.  345.  308. 

(«)  1  Burr.  146. 
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Bxdk.  rf  PUoi,  to  have  been  acted  on  to  the  extent  of  a  final  decree.    In 

Laybowm  v.  Crisp  (a),  on  an  issue  directed  bjr  the  Eqoify 
Court  of  Exchequer^  to  try  the  right  of  the  deputy  day- 
meters  c^  London  to  the  exdusiye  measuring,  &c.^  of  aD 
oysters  brought  into  the  port  of  London  for  sale,  and 
to  the  amount  of  their  compensation^  a  decree  of  that 
Courts  in  1783^  in  a  cause  between  third  parties,  tondung 
the  same  rights  whereby  an  issue  was  directed  to  ivy  tiie 
latter  question  only ;  and  a  subsequent  decretal  order,  £ram 
which  it  appeared  that  the  issue  was  found  for  the  phuii- 
tiffs,  and  an  account  was  directed, — were  held  adnrismhle 
in  evidence.  \_Parke,  B. — ^That  was  a  decree  in  the  place  of 
a  verdict,  which  is  the  material  thing.  The  important 
point  is,  to  shew  that  this  order  recognises  Fowell'a  right 
to  the  Birkenhead  ferry.]  The  proceedings  appear  to  be 
these :  Moljmeux  claims  to  be  owner  of  the  feny  both 
ways,  and  in  effect  prays  an  injunction  against  PoweB — 
who  also  claims  a  ferry  both  ways — to  restrain  lum  fnm 
proceeding  in  certain  suits  instituted  by  him  against  Moly- 
neux,  in  the  Court  of  Bequests,  in  order  to  establish  his 
ferry  right.  Powell,  in  his  answer,  sets  out  his  righft,  ibond- 
ing  it  upon  the  grant  of  Edward  3.  The  first  order  of 
the  25th  November,  1626,  is  an  order  nisi  only;  bat  tksL 
of  the  11th  June,  although  not  a  final  decree  in  the  suit, 
is  an  order  recognising  and  establishing  the  mutnal  lif^tB 
of  the  parties,  as  owners  of  two  co-existing  fSeriiet  acrosa 
the  river  Mersey.  The  existence  <^  the  several  femes  it 
no  longer  disputed,  but  the  question  between  the  parties  ii^ 
how  they  shall  share  the  profits  of  each.  It  is  an,  order  si 
final  as  a  Court  of  Equity  had  the  power  of  winking  ii^  tlie 
case,  being  an  order  restraining  the  party  in  the  exeroaeof 
his  admitted  right.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  difficoUj 
is,  whether  it  is  not  merely  a  provisional  arrangement 
without  any  decision,  or  distinct  assumption  of  the 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  320. 
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of  the  right  of  feiry  in  the  defendant.]     The  order  ia  in-  'Sxe^  of  pieat^ 
oonsiBtent  both  with  the  daim  of  the  relator  and  of  the     ^ 
defendant^  to  their  full  extent ;  but  the  Court  proceeds  on 
m  assumption,  that  each  is  entitled  one  way  only,  Tis. 
Powell  from  Birkenhead  to  liverpoolj  Molyneux  from 
lirerpool  to  Birkenhead ;  and  therefore  directs  them  mu- 
tually to*  account  for  the  profits  received  by  each,  accord- 
ing to  their  previous  usage,  viz. — ^PoweU  in  respect  of 
freight  laden  on  the  liverpool  side;   Molyneux  in  respect 
of  freight  laden  on  the  Cheshire  side.     Unless  a  ferry  in 
eadi  one  way  were  assumed,  the  order  would  have  been  to 
aocount  both  ways.     Further,  it  is  to  account  weekly  for 
tSL  fbture  time.    And  it  is  clear  it  must  have  been  upon 
OHuent,  which  renders  it  stronger,  as  an  admission  of 
the  mutual  rights  of  the  parties.     It  is  no  doubt  an 
iittrhcutory  order ;  but  it  is  one  dealing  with  the  rights 
of  the  parties.     A  Court  of  Equity  does  not,  like  a 
Court  of  Law,  conclude  the  rights  of  the  parties  by  one 
orier  or  judgment.    In  Horwood  v.  Sckmedes  (a),  an  order 
to  aocaunt  is  considered  as  a  decree.    It  is  such  an  order 
» that  if  the  party  who  obtained  it  abandon  it,  it  may  be 
>Kied  on  by  the  other  party.    An  appeal  Hes  from  interlo- 
cotoiy  orders  of  a  Court  of  Equity:    Wall  v»  Attorney* 
Geaeral  {b).     The  stat.  7  Geo.  2,  c  20,  s.  2,  which  enables 
the  Court,  on  bills  of  foreclosure,  to  proceed,  on  the  de- 
fe&danfs  request,  to  make  an  order  or  decree  before  a  regu- 
lar hearing;,  is  a  parliamentary  recognition  of  the  practice 
of  the  Court  in  this  respect.    After  a  mere  order  for  an 
ittoe  for  trial  of  a  right,  and  after  trial,  the  Court  does 
not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  dismiss  his  bill :  Carrington  v. 
iBMi^  (c) :   and  so  also^  after  a  mere  general  decree  to 
account :   Gilbert  v.  Faules  (d).     Here  there  is  finality 
enough  to  shew  that  the  Court  adjudicated  upon  the  right. 
The  Court  had  nothing  further  to  do;  they  issued  the  pro* 

(a)  12  Yes.  S}6.  (c)  Dickens,  280. 

(b)  11  Price,  668.  (d)  2  Freem.  158. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  cess^  and  put  into  the  hands'  of  the  party  the  means  of 

using  it.  Upon  the  whole^  therefore^  it  is  submitted  that 
the  last  order  was  rightly  admitted  in  evidence^  upon  the 
principle  established  by  the  authorities  which  have  been 
referred  to ;  and  if  so^  the  previous  proceedings  were  admis- 
sible as  explanatory  of  it. 

Cresswell,  Crompton,  and  E.  V,  WiUiams,  in  support  (^ 
the  rule. — I.  The  statement  of  the  right  in  the  declaration 
was  negatived^  the  evidence  being  applicable  to  a  ferry  both 
ways.  It  is  said  this  is  immaterial^  for  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff proved  more  than  he  claimed,  that  would  enable  him 
to  recover  in  this  action.  If  this  were  like  a  right  of  com- 
mon, or  other  easement,  that  would  be  true :  in  such  cases 
there  is  no  commensurate  obligation  or  duty.  But  in  the 
case  of  a  ferry,  there  being  corresponding  and  co-extensive 
duties  to  be  performed  by  the  proprietor,  he  must  state  his 
right  correctly  as  against  the  public,  in  order  that  they 
may  have  from  his  statement  a  correct  acknowledgment  of 
the  extent  of  his  duties  also.  It  is  only  by  reason  of  the 
performance  of  the  duty  that  he  can  support  the  franchise, 
and  maintain  his  action  for  the  invasion  of  it :  see  the 
Y.  B.  22  Hen.  6,  c.  14,  referred  to  in  Huzzey  v.  FiM  (a). 
The  duty  is  in  the  nature  of  a  consideration  for  his  feny : 
if  the  ferry  exist  both  wajrs,  his  duty  is  to  carry  both  ways : 
the  consideration  is  not  separable.  It  is  like  the  case  of 
a  consideration  for  a  promise;  the  whole  consideration 
must  be  stated,  though  not  the  whole  promise :  so  here, 
the  whole  right  ought  to  be  stated,  because  that  shews 
what  is  the  consideration.  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the  plain- 
tiff had  produced  a  grant  of  a  ferry,  imposing  also  lai^er 
obligations,  as,  for  instance,  to  keep  a  mile  of  road  in  re* 
pair — do  you  mean  to  say  he  must  have  stated  all  that?} 
It  is  a  grant  of  an  entire  thing,  and  ought  to  be  entirely' 
stated.     If  the  plaintiff  were  indicted  for  not  canyin^ 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  fr  R.  436. 
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from  liverpool,  this  verdict  would  be  evidence  for  him.  Exch.  of  putu, 
[Lord  Abmger,  C.  B. — ^The  great  mass  of  the  evidence  was     ^  ^^^* 
of  a  ferry  one  way  only.]     Then,  if  it  were  ambiguous 
which  was  the  right,  that  question  should  have  been  left 
to  the  juiy ;  whereas  it  was  treated  as  being  wholly  imma- 
terial. 

II.  Further,  this  was  a  claim  of  ferry  from  the  whole 
district  of  Birkenhead,  and  not  from  ahy  particular  part  of 
or  point  within  it;   and  as  the  right  was  proved  as  ap- 
plicable to  a  single  point  only,  viz.  Woodside,  in  this 
ilao  there  was  a  variance.   It  is  said  the  description  in  the 
declaration  is  only  of  a  claim  from  any  particular  point 
within  the  district  from  which  it  might  be  proved.     The 
precedents  are  all  against  such  a  general  statement  of  the 
n|^t.    They  either  describe  the  ferry  as  existing  from  A. 
to  B.,  or  by  a  name  given  to  it,  as  in  Trvpp  v.  Frank, 
ind  Huzzey  v.  Field  {a).    The  particular  locality  of  the 
&R]r  is  material,  and  the  owner  cannot  change  it,  as  in  the 
cue  of  a  market,  to  another  point  within  the  district.   The 
y^  statement  that  a  ferry  is  a  highway  over  water, 
^mitiiig  two  highways    by   land,   shews  this  to  be   so: 
the  site  of  a  highway  cannot  be  changed.     If  the  site 
of  the  ferry  be  changed,  it  will  no  longer  unite  two 
Kgjiways.    The  Crown,  therefore,  could  make  no  such 
general  grant  throughout  a  whole  district,  as  is  claimed  by 
^  declaration.    At  common  law,  all  the  king^s  subjects 
^  a  right  to  pass  over  navigable  rivers ;  and  in  order  to 
Avoid  the  inconvenience  of  a  precarious  and  uncertain  tran- 
•it.  the  Crown  has  the  prerogative  of  granting  a  feny  to  an 
individual,  subject  on  his  part  to  the  duty  of  providing  a 

(a)  E,  V,  WUnanu  referred  to  a  back  again ;   and  in  others,  as  a 

P^Bc^dent  in  Seijt.  fFiiUanu*t  MS.  ferry  from  a  certain  part  of  the 

^'''^OD,  in  which  the  ferry  was  shore  of  the  county  of  C,  between 

^'^cribed,  in  some  counts  of  the  A.  and  B.,  to  a  certain  part  of  the 

^^'clttatioQ  by  its  name;  in  others  shore  of  the  county  of  D.,  between 

**>ieny  from  A.  in  the  county  of  £.  and  F.,  and  back  again. 
^  toE  in  the  county  of  D.,  and 
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Exeh.  of  Pieof,  certain  and  invariable  means  of  passage.    Snch  a  gnmt 

assumes^  however,  an  existing  highway.  At  all  events, 
having  once  fixed  the  site  of  the  ferry,  by  making  a  high- 
way to  communicate  with  it,  the  grantee  cannot  change  it 
But  here  the  grant  itself  (if  the  declaration  is  to  be  taken 
as  claiming  a  right  over  the  whole  district)  shews  that  no 
such  right  was  conferred :  it  shews  there  was  a  pre-existing 
ferry  both  wajrs,  and  an  ascertained  place  of  passage  on  the 
Cheshire  side ;  and  all  the  parol  evidence  applied  to  the 
terminus  at  Woodside :  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  other, 
or  of  any  ancient  change  of  site.  [Maule,  B. — Suppose  a 
plaintiff  claimed  a  ferry  from  Middlesex  to  Surrey,  must 
that  be  imderstood  to  mean  from  the  whole  of  each  shore? 
K  it  be  unlawfrd  from  the  whole  frontage  to  the  whde 
frontage,  then,  if  the  construction  be  ambiguous^  it  must 
be  understood  to  mean  from  point  to  point.] 

III.  Thirdly,  assuming  it  to  be  a  ferry  from  p(nnt  to 
point,  there  would  be  no  infringement  of  it,  unless  by  car- 
rying in  fraud  of  the  ferry,  or  persons  really  desircnu  of 
going,  and  who  would  otherwise  have  gone,  by  the  phdn-^ 
tiffs^  ferry :  7V^  v.  F)rank,  Huzzey  v.  Field.    The  admis- 
sion was  accordingly  so  framed  as  to  raise  the  point  de- 
cided in  Huzzey  v.  Field,    It  is  like  the  case,  where,  in  an. 
action  of  trespass,  the  defendant  admits  the  trespass,  but 
puts  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  right.     It  ought,  therefore^ 
to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  persoof 
carried  by  the  defendants  were  taken  in  order  to  defraud 
the  plaintiffs'  ferry,  or  bon&  fide  to  be  carried  to  the  other 
side  for  other  purposes:  otherwise  it  is  merely  ^»^mmiiii 
absque  injurift.    There  are  many  authorities  applying  this 
principle  to  the  case  of  markets :  Prior  qf  Dutisiabbfi 
Case  {a),  Blakey  v.  Dimsdale  (i).  Prince  v.  Lewit  (e). 
There  are  only  three  cases  in  the  books  relating  to  ferries, 
prior  to  the  case  of  THpp  v.  Frank  {d);  viz.  the  authority 

(a)  Y.  B.  11  H.  6,  19  a.  (c)  5  B.  &  Cr.  363. 

(b)  Cowp.  661.  (lO  4  T.  R.  666. 
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abeady  referred  to  in  22  Hen.  6^   Ckuarchmm  y.  Tknt-  EtOu  ^  pteas, 

taU{a),  and  Btissett  v.  Hart  (A).     Churchman  v.  TumtaU    sjlf^ 

appears  to  be  a  disputed  case.     [Parke,  B. — ^No :  only  the 

rqKnrt  of  it  in  Hardres  is  incomplete.    The  statement  of  it 

in  Huzzey  y.  lUld  is  correct:  the  decision  ultimately  if  as 

for  the  plaintiff.    The  case  of  THpp  v.  Frank  appears  to 

have  applied  the  same  doctrine  to  ferries  as  the  cases  above 

cited  established  with  respect  to  markets.    Lord  Kenyan 

ttys^ — **  If  certain  persons  wishing  to  go  to  Barton  had 

applied  to  the  defendant,  and  he  had  carried  them  at  a 

Me  distance  above  or  below  the  ferry^  it  would  have 

l)een  a  fraud  on  the  plaintiffs^  right,  and  would  be  the 

poand  of  an  action.    But  here  these  persons  were  sub- 

staatiaQy,  and  not  colourably  merely,  carried  over  to  a 

£ierent  place;  and  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  no  person 

dnU  be  permitted  to  go  to  any  other  place  on  the  Hum- 

}m  than  that  to  which  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  carry  them.'' 

^  same  principle  is  adopted  in  Huzzey  v.  Field.    If  the 

plaintiffs'  present  claim  be  sustainable,  then,  however  ex- 

t^uive  the  town  of  Birkenhead  may  hereafter  become,  the 

vfaole  population  will  be  excluded  from  going,  except  by 

^  ferry.     Is  it  enough,  then,  to  shew  merely  that 

pcnoQS  have  been  carried  by  the  defendants,  who,  but  for 

^  establishment  of  their  ferry,   must   have    gone  by 

Voodride?     Suppose  there  were  no  commimication  from 

tfce  new  town  of  Birkenhead  to  Woodride — ^would  it  then 

^  an  invasion  to  carry  the  inhabitants  ?    Again,  how  does 

it  appear  that  the  parties  would  have  gone  by  Woodside 

lather  than  Birkenhead  ferry?    The  infringement,  in  re- 

ipect  of  which  alone  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover, 

must  be  shewn  to  have  been  by  carrying  persons  who  were 

travelling  by  the  highway  which  the  Woodside  ferry  was 

estaUished  to  connect. 

lY.  [The  fourth  point,  as  to  the  establishment  of  the 

(a)  Httfdres,  162.  (5)  WiUei,  508. 
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Eseh.  of  PUas,  Birkenhead  ferry,  was  treated  as  falling  within  the  se- 
cond.] 

y.  This  was  not  a  grant  to  the  monks  of  an  excbuwe 
ferry f  but  only  of  a  license  to  carry  passengers  for  hire, 
without  being  subject  to  a  quo  warranto.  If  the  pre-exist- 
ing ferry,  which  is  recited  in  the  grant  itself,  were  then  in 
the  Crown,  it  might  lawfully  make  a  subordinate  grant  to 
them  of  such  a  privilege.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
Crown  meant  to  abridge  any  right  that  the  public  had 
imder  the  existing  ferry,  but  to  grant  an  additional  benefit. 
At  all  events,  the  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  the 
terms  of  the  letters  patent  are  not  so  plain  as  to  exclude  a 
construction  by  usage :  and  all  the  evidence  of  enjoyment 
in  this  case  was  far  more  consistent  with  a  right  of  this 
limited  nature,  existing  concurrently  with  a  fenry  right 
both  ways,  than  with  an  exclusive  feny  from  Birkenhead 
to  Liverpool,  in  derogation  of  the  other  feny.  The  learned 
Judge,  therefore,  ought  to  have  left  to  the  juiy  the  user^ 
and  all  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  explain  the 
ambiguity  in  the  grant :  he  should  have  desired  them  to 
look  at  the  grant  concurrently  with  the  usage,  and  to  say 
whether  it  was  a  grant  of  an  exclusive  right,  or  only  of  a 
subordinate  license  of  exemption  from  the  existing  mo- 
nopoly. Suppose  there  had  been  a  grant  to  the  convent 
to  sell  butcher's  meat  in  two  particular  streets,  and  it  were 
afterwards  set  up  as  a  market :  on  proof  of  a  pre-existing 
market  including  those  limits,  the  construction  would 
necessarily  be  that  the  Crown  granted  only  an  exemption, 
from  the  existing  monopoly. — On  this  point,  they  referred 
to  the  case  of  The  Abbot  of  Strata  MarceUa  (a),  and  Chad 
\.TUsed{b). 

YI.  Lastly,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  prooeedingi 
between  Molyneux  and  Powell.  In  the  first  place,  en- 
deuce  of  reputation  is  admissible  only  where  it  relates  to 

(a)  9  Rep.  28  a.  (6)  2  Brod.  &  B.  403 ;  5  Moo.  185. 
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rights  in  which  all  the  public  have  an  interest^  and  may^  ^«**  ^  ^^«r 

therefore,  be  expected  to  converse  and   inquire   about 

them :  and  in  the  same  casesj  verdicts  and  judgments,  in 

cases  where  the  right  has  been  enforced  against  the  public, 

are  admissible  as  being  equivalent  to  a  submission  to  the 

light  by  the  public.     But  this  was  no  proceeding  against 

the  public;  neither  of  the  parties  set  up  any  claim  against 

the  public.     \PaTkei  B. — How  then   can   you  say  the 

public  have  anything  to  do  with  it,  where  a  party  sues 

an  individual  for  trespass  on  his  soil,  and  he  pleads  a 

public  right  of  way  ?   Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^In  a  suit  where 

a  party  seeks  to  establish  a  right  of  ferry  against  a  party 

dSg  a  hostile  right,  a  fortiori,  he  estXhes  it  a^^ 

the  public.]     In  Bex  v.  Antrobus,  evidence  of  reputation 

wis  excluded,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  question  between 

the  county  and  city  sheri£Ps,  in  which  the  public  were  not 

kterested.     So  here,  what  interest  had  the  public  in  the 

q;iK8tion  what  accounting  there  was  to  be  between  these 

pvties,  which  is  the  only  matter  to  which  these  orders 

idate? 

But  assuming  that  a  decree  between  third  parties,  on  the 
light  in  question,  would  have  been  admissible,  these  orders 
vere  not  so.  It  appeared  that  the  depositions  tendered  in 
^ence  by  the  plaintiffs  were  subsequent  to  the  last  order: 
it  is  clear,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  a  final  decree.  Nor 
does  it  contain  or  involve  any  distinct  finding  on  the  right 
^all:  it  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the  possession 
Coring  the  progress  of  the  suit.  This  appears  to  have  been 
*  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  intrusion,  a  juris- 
diction over  the  matter  in  dispute  having  been  wrongfully 
^i^iQmed  by  the  Court  of  Bequests,  which  appears,  from  the 
dfiicription  of  it  in  the  4th  Inst.  97,  to  have  been  a  kind  of 
illegitimate  Court  of  Equity.  The  information  only  prays 
[  process  to  compel  the  defendants  to  appear  in  the  Duchy 
Court,  and  abide  its  order.    There  is  a  similar  prayer  in 

VOL.  VI.  T  M.  w. 
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JSsteh.  of  Pleat,  WMngham^B  case  (a),  which  wiu9  a  bill  of  intnurion  at  the 

8uit  of  the  Crown.  It  appears  from  We$f$  Symboleogrtig^, 
p.  292  of  Pleadings  in  theExcheqner,  that  the  form  then  waa 
to  pray  the  quieting  of  possession  until  the  hearing.  Here, 
an  injunction,  though  not  prayed  in  termsj  is  applied  for  con* 
temporaneously  with  the  information.  As  £sr  aa  reilatca  to 
the  order  for  an  injunction,  that  clearly  was  no  ji^P^^^^^ 
tion  on  the  right;  it  is  merely  ex  parte,  in  furtherance  of 
the  plaintiff's  hill.  The  next  order  (which  was  before  aii^ 
swer)  is  only  in  further  explanation  of  the  injnncti<m. 
Powell  was  then  in  contempt  for  disobedience  to  that  order. 
Then  the  order  of  the  11th  of  June,  1627,  is  made  in  conse- 
quence. There  appears  to  have  been  some  dispute  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  injunction,  and  they  are  accordingly  settled,  fir 
the  purpose  of  quieting  the  possession  pendente  lite.  With 
regard  to  the  argument  drawn  from  the  stat.  7  G^«  2,  c.  SO, 
s.  2,  that  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  defendant ;  for  the  star* 
tute  assumes,  that,  but  for  its  provisions,  the  order  oouU 
not  be  made  before  hearing :  it  is  a  parliamentary  exc^ 
tion.  Here  the  answer  involves  no  admissions;  it  is  alto- 
gether in  denial  of  the  right  claimed  by  the  informatian: 
and  it  is  founded  altogether  on  the  future  depo8itioiis-<- 
it  states  that  the  defendant  ^'hopeth  to  provQ,'^  &a  te* 
This  is  a  proceeding  analogous  to  the  appointment  of  a  ra- 
ceiver  at  the  present  day,  or  an  order  for  the  settling  oC 
the  possession  pendente  Hte,  in  a  suit  for  a  specific  per-* 
formance :  Gibson  v.  Clarke  (fi),  Pitt  v.  Davis  (c) ;  a  mero 
provisional  arrangement,  in  no  respect  dedudve  of  the  right 
in  dispute.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  alto* 
gether  distinguishable :  in  all  of  them  there  was  a  verdict 
or  judgment  of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdicticm  upon  tbt 
right  in  dispute. 

Cur.  adv.  volt 

On  a  subsequent  day  in  the  same  Term, 

(a)  Plowd.  547.  (b)  1  Ves.  8c  B.  500.         (c)  3  Run.  182,  i. 
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'  liord  Abinoeb^  C.  B.^  said — In  this  case^  -vrhich  was  Btek,  of  pini, 
vgoed  the  other  day  at  bo  much  lengthy  the  Court  have  ^^ 

come,  perhaps  I  should  say  with  some  reluctance^  consi- 
dering the  great  expense  of  this  proceeding,  to  the  opinion 
ihat  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  on  one  ground,  and  on 
one  groond  only ;  and  that  is,  the  admission  of  the  evidence 
rf  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  duchy 
of  Lancaster,  which  were  objected  to  at  the  trial.     At  one 
time,  I  thought  that  these  proceedings  might  be  looked  at 
OS  proceedings  in  equity  in  order  to  adjust  the  interests 
and  rights  of  both  parties,  because  it  appeared,  especiaUy 
^Sfon  the  very  ingeniouB  argument  of  Mr.  Jervis,  and  upon 
apartiai  inspection  of  the  documents,  as  if  the  suit  in  the 
CSonrt  of  Bequests,  which  had  been  commenced  by  the 
pirties  xmder  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,  had  been  stayed 
by  injunction  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  duchy, 
far  the  purpose  of  adjusting,  not  only  the  rights  of  the  re« 
htor  who  claimed  imder  the  Crown  in  the  suit  in  the 
Body  Court,  but  also  of  the  party  who  had  commenced 
tte  nut  in  the  Court  of  Bequests,  and  who  is  represented 
bydie  plaintiffs  in  the  present  action ;  but,  upon  looking 
finther  at  the  proceedings,  that  does  not  appear  to  have 
^^^ea  the  case.    The  documents  which  were  received  in 
evidence  by  the  learned  Judge  consist  of  two  interlocutory 
<*den  of  the  Duchy  Court ;  and  it  appeared  to  us,  at  one 
iinie,  that  the  second  of  those  orders  might  be  considered 
tt  a  final  order,  and  that  no  further  proceedings  had  been 
^templated  by  the  parties.     It  very  often  happens  in  the 
Omrt  of  Chancery,  that  an  order  is  made  for  adjusting  the 
^kts  of  parties,  and  if  both  are  satisfied  with  it,  they  re- 
ittin  quiescent,  and  seek  for  no  further  judgment  of  the 
^Qit.    But  there  are  several  circumstances  in  this  case 
^  tend  to  shew  that  this  was  not  so  here.     In  the  first 
place,  it  appeared  upon  the  learned  Judge's  note,  that,  on 
^  plaintiffs'  counsel  offering  certain  depositions  in  evi- 
dence, an  objection  was  made  that  there  was  no  decree  on 

t2 
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jSndL  9{  PUat,  those  depositioiiB,  and  they  were  accordingly  withdrawn. 

Now  those  depositions  were  clearly  taken  after  the  order 
in  question^  and  that  shewed  it  was  not  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties^  or  of  the  Conrt^  that  the  order  should 
be  a  final  one.    Again^  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  pro- 
ceedings regularly  in  their  order — ^the  biU^  answer^  and 
orders — ^it  appears  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
Court  to  decide  upon  the  rights  of  either  party;  but  that^ 
for  the  purpose  of  the  investigation,  and  to  prerent  any  in* 
convenience  resulting  from  the  divisions  between  the  par- 
ties, until  the  Court  arrived  at  the  proper  period  for  deci- 
sion, these  orders  were  made,  in  order  to  keep  peace  be- 
tween them ;  and  that,  in  the  meantime,  the  Court  would 
not  determine  anything  inconsistent  (if  I  may  so  say)  with 
the  status  gtio,  until  it  had  heard  fully  both  parties,  and 
received  the  evidence.     Under  these  circumstances,  the 
very  most  that  could  be  made  of  the  orders  would  be,  that 
they  furnished  evidence — certainly  merely  evidence— of 
the  fjEU^  existing  at  the  time;  namely,  that  both  parties 
claimed  the  ferry ;  but  that  is  not  the  principle  on  wUdi. 
such  orders  can  be  received  in  evidence.    The  opinion  off 
this  Court  is,  that  in  the  cases  where  reputation  ii  eri- 
dence — that  is,  cases  involving  a  general  right,  in  which  aU 
the  Queen's  subjects  are  concerned — ^a  verdict  or  a  judg- 
ment, upon  the  matter  directly  in  issue  between  the  par 
ties — ^although  between  other  parties — ^is  also  evidence;  no( 
however,  that  it  is  evidence  of  any  specific  fact  existmg  d 
the  time,  but  that  it  is  evidence  of  the  most  solemn  kind, 
of  an  adjudication  of  a  competent  tribunal  upon  the  state 
of  facts,  and  the  question  of  usage  at  that  time.    But  vt 
shall  greatly  extend  the  rule  of  law,  and  most  probably  ia- 
troduce  great  uncertainty  in  the  mode  of  receiving  or  i^ 
jecting  testimony  of  this  sort,  if  we  apply  it  to  an  intedo- 
cutory  order  of  this  nature,  not  involving  any  judgmenl 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.    It  is  dear,  that  the  answer 
alone  can  in  no  sense  be  evidence.    Therefore,  as  we  think 
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Qme  orders  were  improperly  received  in.  evidence^  there  •KmL  rf  puom, 

mut  be  a  new  trial  on  that  ground.  *  ^ 

Put 
Pabils^  B. — The  order  itself  afBrms  no  proposition  of     cuasLu 
fKt;  it  does  not  affirm,  any  ferry  from  Birkenhead  to 
liverpooL 

Aldbeson^  B. — ^It  seems  to  me  that  the  order  amounts 
tone  more  than  to  direct  the  continuance,  during  the  suit, 
rf  %  certain  state  of  things  which  existed  at  the  time  the 
ddesr  was  made,  without  passing  any  judgment  upon  the 
fetoy  or  on  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  appears  to  me  to 
ilm  nothing  at  all. 

Hauls,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


The  cause  was  tried  again  at  the  Chester  Summer  As* 
1839,  before  Paitesan,  J.  The  evidence  was  substan* 
ikOj  the  same  as  on  the  first  trial,  except  that  the  plain- 
Sb  did  not  put  in  the  proceedings  which  had  been  held 
bf  the  Court  to  be  inadmissible,  nor  the  proceedings  in 
ipio  warranto  of  the  27  Edw.  3 ;  and  that  the  defendants 
pare  in  evidence  several  documents  which  shewed  that,  at 
file  date  of  the  letters  patent  of  4  Edw.  3,  the  ferry  which 
kid  vested  in  the  Crown  on  its  forfeiture  by  Robert  de 
I,  was  outstanding  in  the  hands  of  a  subject  (a). 


The  Aiiometf'General,  in  the  course  of  his  reply  for  the 
lUntiffs,  contended  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  iden- 
%  of  the  ferry  mentioned  in  those  documents  with  the  ferry 
tteexiitence  of  which  was  recited  in  the  grant  of  Edw.  3,  and 
ftit  it  did  not  appear,  from  any  of  the  documents  relating 

(•)  The  phdntiflEs  did  not  put  in  they  read  on  the  former  trial :  hut 
**^^aee  the  eariy  documents  re-  they  were  proved  by  the  defend* 
"'^  to  the  Liverpool  ferry ,  which      anti. 
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Exeh.  of  Piea$,  to  it^  that  its  terminus  was  in  Birkenliead.    The  lettrned 
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Judge^  in  summing  up^  left  it  as  a  question  to  be  decided  hj 
the  jury,  whether  the  ferry  recited  in  the  grant  was  identi- 
cal with  that  mentioned  in  the  various  documents  put  in 
by  the  defendants;  having  expressed  his  opinion^  that  if^  at 
the  time  of  the  grant,  there  was  an  existing  terry  tecfm 
Liverpool  to  Birkenhead,  and  back  again,  which  was  then 
in  the  hands  of  a  subject,  the  grant  of  another  ferry  within 
the  same  limits  would  be  void.  A  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  on  several  grounds,  (indod- 
ing  those  taken  at  the  former  trial),  was  tendered  by  the 
defendants'  counsel.  The  jury  having  again  found  for  the 
plaintiffs, 

fFUde,  Seijt.,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  it  having  been  assumed, 
throughout  the  trial,  as  an  admitted  fact,  that  the  ferry  re — 
cited  in  the  grant  of  £dw.  3  was  the  same  as  that  men.^ — 
tioned  in  the  various  documents  relating  to  the  Lancashir^^ 

• 

or  Liverpool  ferry,  and  no  point  having  been  made  on  Hk^ 
question  until  the  reply,  the  learned  Judge  ought  not  '^o 
have  left  that  as  a  question  to  the  jury ;  or  at  all  event;^ 
that  the  verdict,  as  to  this  point,  was  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence: secondly,  that  under  the  description  of  the  Wood- 
side  Ferry,  in  the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  stated  it  if 
a  feny  both  ways,  a  ferry  from  Birkenhead  to  Liverpool 
only  would  not  pass. 

i  Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^We  cannot  say  there  is  any  nil- 
direction  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause^  If  the  qneitioii 
lu  to  the  identity  of  the  ferries  arose  at  all,  it  was  rigbt  to 
leave  it  to  the  jury.  We  cannot  grant  a  rule  on  the  gtwoi- 
-that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence^  without  conioi^ 
ing  the  learned  Judge.  As  to  the  last  point,  the  constnu?^ 
tion  of  the  lease,  we  reserve  our  judgment  upon  it  until  w^ 
see  the  precise  terms  of  the  lease. 
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On  a  sabsequent  day,  Ett^  of  puatt 

1840. 
Par££j  B^  said — ^We  have  conferred  with  my  Brotlier 

Psiieion,  and  he  informs  ns  that  the  question  was  left 

Id  the  jury  as  to  the  identity  of  the  ferries^  and  that  he  is 

not  dissatisfied  with  their  verdict.     There  will  therefore 

k  no  rale  on  that  ground.    As  to  the  other  point,  we 

IisFe  had  an  opportunity  of  looldng  at  the  terms  of  the 

Inse^  and  we  think  it  cannot  be  construed  so  strictly  as 

that  a  ferry  one  way  only  could  not  pass  tuider  it.    There 

ii  no  authority  to  shew  that  a  right  of  ferry  one  way  may 

not  pass  under  a  conveyance  of  a  ferry  both  ways.    There 

viU  therefore  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 

%e  bin  of  exceptions  was  subsequently  abandoned  by 
die  defendants. 


VACATION  SITTINGS  AFTER  HILARY  TERM. 


Eybe  v.  Shelley. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  as  an  attorney,  for  An  attorney 

money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.    Plea,  as  to  the  fees  for  business 

nnn  of  426/.   4».  lOrf.,  parcel  &c.,  that  that  sum  was  fhelsihTNo- 

dsimed  by  the  plaintiflF  to  be  due  to  him  for  work  and  member  and  the 

obour,  as  attorney  for  the  defendant,  in  bringing  and  de-  Hilary  Term, 

fbding  certain  actions  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the  business 

materials  provided  in  and  about  that  work  and  labour,  J[^  no"entwed 

ind  for  fees  due  and  payable  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  *»"  certificate 

^  pursuant  to  the 

uereof,  done  before  the  16th  day  of  November,  1833 ;  and  stat.  87  Geo.  d, 

c  90, 8.  27. 

To  an  action 

hr  work  and  labour  as  an  attorney,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  although,  during  the  time  when 

Ai  work  was  done,  the  plaintiff  Was  an  attorney  duly  admitted  and  enrolled,  he  had  not,  during 

iiy  part  of  that  time,  obtained  or  entered  the  certificate  required  by  lawi  authorizing  him  to  prac- 

■imuM  an  attorney  dmring  any  part  of  the  said  time,  pursuant  to  the  statute;  and  the  plaintiff 

iinDg  all  that  time  wrongfully  and  wilfully  neglected  to  take  out  and  obtain,  and  was  without 

*idi  eertificate,  and  never  had  obtained  or  entered  the  same : — Held,  that  this  plea  was  bad  on 

i|edai  demurrer,  for  duplicity. 

Stmhle,  that  it  was  also  bad  on  special  demurrer,  for  describing  the  certificatt,  not  in  the 
**>■»  of  the  statute,  but  by  worda  involring  its  legal  operation  and  cflfect 
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ISzeh.  «/  PUa$t  that  although,  daring  the  time  when  the  said  work  and  la- 

'   ^    hour  was  so  done  as  aforesaid,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  was  an  at- 

£yke         tomey  of  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  duly  admitted 

Sbellet.      and  enrolled,  yet  he  had  not,  during  any  part  of  the  time 

when  the  said  work  and  labour  was  done  or  in  progress, 

obtained  or  entered  the  certificate  required  by  law  in  that 

behalf,  authorizing  him  the  plaintiff  to  practise  as  such 

attorney  during  any  part  of  the  said  time,  pursuant  to  the 

statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  and  the  plaintiff 

during  all  that  time  wrongfully  and  wilfully  neglected 

and  omitted  to  take  out  and  obtain,  and  was  without,  such 

certificate,  and  never  had  obtained  or  entered  the  same, 

contrary  to  the  statute,  &c. — Verification. 

Replication,  that  before  and  during  all  the  time  in  the 
.plea  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  hcul  duly  obtained  the  certifi- 
cate required  by  law  in  that  behalf,  authorizing  him  the 
plaintiff  to  practise  as  such  attorney,  during  the  whole  of 
the  said  time,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  &;c. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  repIicatioiL 
stated  only  that  the  certificate  had  been  obtained  by  th& 
plaintiff,  and  took  no  notice  of  the  allegation  in  the  plei^ 
that  it  had  not  been  duly  entered.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term  by 

Petersdorff  in   support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  repli- 
cation is  bad  on   the  ground  suggested.      The  stat.  87 
Greo.  3,  c.  90,  s.  27,  prescribes  that  *'  every  certificate,  eo 
to  be  obtained  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  entered  in  one  of  the 
Courts,  in  which  the  person  described  therein  shall  te 
admitted,  &c.,  within  the  time  thereinbefore  prescribed, 
or  before  such  person    shall  be  permitted  to  practiie 
as  an  attorney."     And  s.  30  enacts,  that  '^if  any  per- 
son shall  in  his  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of  any  other 
person  or  persons,  sue  out  any  writ  or  process,  or  com- 
mence and  prosecute,  carry  on,  or  defend  any  action  or 
suit,  &;c.,  without  obtaining  a  certificate  in  the  Tnannw 
thereinbefore  directed,  or  without  entering  the  same  in  one 
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of  fhe  Courts  aforesaid/^  &;c.,  lie  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  £reA.  of  PUas, 
£50,  and  is  thereby  made  incapable  to  maintain  any 
action  for  any  fee^  &c.,  "  on  account  of  prosecuting^  carry- 
ing on^  or  defending  any  action^  suit^  or  proceedings^  &c., 
without  such  certificate  as  qforesaidJ'    Both  the  obtaining 
and  the  entering  the  certificate  are  therefore  necessary^  in 
order  to  enable  the  party  to  practise  as  an  attorney^  or  to 
lecover  his  fees  as  such.    The  plea  accordingly  alleges  that 
fhe  plaintiff  did  not  comply  with  either  of  these  two  requi- 
dtes;   but  the  replication  only  aUeges  that  he  did  not 
nkimn  the  certificate.    [Parke,  B. — ^Is  not  the  plea  bad^ 
tt  alleging  only  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  obtained  or 
entered  a  certificate,  ^'  authorizing  him  to  practise  as  an 
attorney?''     There  is  no  provision  in  the  statute  making  a 
certificate  necessary  for  that  purpose ;  the  only  effect  of  not 
obtaining  it  is  to  subject  the  party  to  a  penalty,  and  to  dis- 
able liim  from  maintaining  an  action  for  his  fees.]     These 
words  in  the  plea  must  be  taken,  not  as  referring  to  the 
general  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  practise  as  an  attorney, 
but  as  descriptive  of  the  instrument  which  is  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  for  his  fees.    But  if  not, 
tbe  words  are  mere  surplusage,  and  may  be  rejected;  and 
tfitbe  alleged  that  they  present  an  ambiguity,  or  render 
tbe  plea  liable  to  the  objection  of  duplicity,  that  should 
bare  been  made  a  ground  of  special  demurrer. 

Peacock,  contra. — ^The  replication  is  good.    The  allega- 
^  in  the  plea  that  the  certificate  had  not  been  entered, 
tt  altogether  immaterial,  and  it  was  therefore  unnecessary 
to  notice  it  in  the  replication.    The  only  effect  of  not  en- 
tering the  certificate  is  to  subject  the  attorney  to  a  penalty 
of  £50,  but  that  omission  does  not  prevent  him  from  suing 
ibr  his  fees.     [Parke,  B. — The  statute  expressly  enacts 
tbat  if  he  shall  carry  on  any  action  or  suit,  &c.,  without 
obtaining  a  certificate,  or  without  entering  the  same,  he 
shall  forfi^t  £50;  and  that  he  shall  be  incapable  of  main- 
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MiceH,  of  PUat,  tainiog  anj  action  for  his  fees  on  account  of  proceedings 

carried  on  by  him  without  **  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,^ 
i.  e.  such  certificate  so  obtained  and  so  entered.  The  plea 
is  clearly  double^  because  it  contains  two  distinct  defences, 
Tiz.  that  the  plaintiff  either  has  not  obtained  his  certificate 
at  all^  or^  if  he  has^  that  it  has  not  been  entered  pursuant  to 
the  statute :  but  it  is  not  objected  to  on  that  ground.]  At 
all  events.  Bowler  y.  Brown  (a)  is  an  express  authority, 
that  in  order  to  render  the  attorney  liable  to  the  disability 
imposed  by  the  statute,  the  omission  to  enter  bis  certi« 
ficate  was  wilful,  with  an  intent  to  evade  the  higher  duties 
imposed  by  the  stamp  act.  The  plea  ought,  therefore,  to 
have  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  wrongfully  and  wi^tUbf  had 
neglected  and  omitted  to  enter  the  certificate.  If  the  con- 
struction were  otherwise,  every  country  attorney  whose 
certificate  had  not  been  taken  out  through  the  n^Iect  of 
his  town  agent,  would  be  rendered  incapable  of  recovering 
his  costs,  and  also  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  £50.  [Parkej 
B. — ^The  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided  that  case  on  the 
supposition  that  the  words  in  the  30th  section,  ''  witW^ 
intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  the  higher  duties  by 
said  act  imposed,''  overrode  the  whole  clause ;  but  I  canno* 
help  thinking  the  decision  very  doubtful.]  Then,  the 
is  bad  in  substance,  and  therefore  on  general  demurrer, 
the  ground  already  suggested,  viz.  that  there  is  no 
thing  as  a  certificate  authorizing  an  attorney  to  practia^ 
Moreover,  it  tenders  an  issue  of  law  instead  of  £EU!t, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  obtained  or  entered  the  certificm^ 
required  by  law :  thereby  referring  it  to  the  jury  to 
tain  what  is  a  sufficient  certificate  in  point  of  law. 
this  point  he  cited  Ashby  v.  Harris  {b),  and  Uojfd  'V, 
Wood  (c),  [Parke,  B. — In  declaring  as  reversioner,  ife  »■ 
not  necessary  to  state  what  his  reversion  is,  though 


(a)  2  Ad.  &  E.  116  ;   4  Nev.  &  (b)  2  M.  &  W.  673. 

M.  17 ;  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  SO.  (c)  5  Ad.  &  £.  22& 
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natbre  and  existence  of  the  reversion  would  fireqoently  in-  Bxeh.  of  Pieoi, 
Tolvc  difficnlt  qnestions  of  law.]  ^^^' 

Petersdofff,  in  replj. — ^The  case  of  Bowler  r.  Brown  is 
wtoally  overraled  by  Wilton  y.  Chambers  (a).  If  there  be 
anything  in  the  objection  that  the  plea  is  bad^  as  involving 
matter  of  law,  it  shoiQd  have  been  taken  on  special  de<> 
mnrrer,  as  in  Ashby  v.  Harris.  In  Lloyd  v.  Wood,  th^ 
declaration  was  bad  in  substance,  as  disclosing  no  cause  (ff 
action. 

Cur.  adv.  vuh. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parks,  6. — ^The  declaration  in  this  case  was  for  work 

•ind  labour  as  an  attorney.    There  was  a  plea,  as  to 

4262. 4f .  10d,y  parcel  of  the  money  mentioned  in  the  decla^ 

^BJdim,  that  such  a  sum  was  claimed  to  be  due  to  the  plain* 

"tifffor  costs  as  an  attorney,  in  prosecuting  suits  in  the 

King's  Bench  done  before  the  16th  of  November,  1838  r 

^nd  that  although  the  plaintiff  was  an  attorney  of  that 

Goart,  duly  admitted  and  enrolled,  yet  he  had  not,  during 

ly  part  of  the  time  when  the  work  was  done  or  in  pro^ 

I,  obtained  or  entered  the  certificate  required  by  law, 

him  to  practise  as  such  attorney,  during  any 

^vt  of  that  time,  pursuant  to  the  statute ;  and  the  plain* 

*'^iff  during  all  that  time  wrongfully  and  wilfully  neglected 

'te  take  out  and  obtain,  and  was  without  such  certificate, 

^3^  never  hath  obtained  or  entered  the  same,  contrary  to 

"Wie  form  of  the  statute. 

The  plaintiff  replies,  that,  before  and  during  all  the 
^ttie  in  the  plea  mentioned,  he  had  duly  obtained  the  cer- 
tificate required  by  law  in  that  behalf,  authorizing  the 
Plaintiff  to  practise  as  such  attorney. 

(a)  7  Ad.  &  £.  524 ;  2  Nev.&  P.  392. 
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Bteh.  of  Pleas,     To  this  replication  there  is  a  special  demorreri  assign* 

ing  for  cause,  that  the  replication  does  not  state  that  the 
certificate  had  been  entered. 

The  plea  would  undoubtedly  be  bad  for  duplicity;  on 
special  demurrer,  but  it  is  cured  by  pleading  over.  Pro- 
bably it  would  have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  and  we 
are  inclined  to  think  on  special  demurrer  only,  for  describing 
the  certificate^  not  in  the  terms  of  the  act  of  Parliament^ 
but  by  words  involving  its  legal  effect  and  operation. 

The  replication  also  would  be  bad,  without  doubt,  if  it 
answered  only  one  of  two  grounds  of  defence,  both  avail- 
able, contained  in  the  plea.  It  does  answer  one,  namely, 
the  practising  without  a  certificate;  it  does  not  answer  the 
other,  namely,  the  practising  without  having  entered  that 
certificate,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute;  and 
the  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  omission  to  enter  a 
•certificate  is  an  answer  to  an  action  for  business  done  ai 
<Kny  time  during  the  year  to  which  the  certificate  applies. 

Upon  the  pleadings,  we  must  assume,  that  if  the  busi* 
ness  was  done  in  one  year^  between  the  16th  of  November 
and  the  15th  of  November,  there  was  a  certificate  duly 
obtained,  but  never  entered ;  if  in  two  or  more  years,  there> 
were  two  or  more  certificates,  but  each  omitted  to  be  en-^ 
tered;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  omission  to  entei^' 
a  certificate  deprives  the  plaintiff  of  his  remedy  by  actioi^ 
for  business  done  in  every  part  of  the  year.    If  there  be  wl 
part  of  the  year  during  which  the  attorney  might  do  busi* 
ness  in  the  conduct  of  suits  lawfully,  so  as  to  make  a  l^al 
contract  for  payment  of  his  services,  without  having  en- 
tered his  certificate^  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  so  fiur  as 
it  relates  to  the  not  entering  the  certificate,  inasmuch  as  it 
does  not  aver  that  the  business  was  not  done  in  that  part 
of  the  year,  or  years,  embraced  in  the  general  terms  of  the 
declaration. 

And,  upon  a  careful  review  of  the  statutes  on  this  sub- 
ject, which  raise  a  question  of  some  nicety,  we  think  it 


^ 
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tras  not  illegal  in  this  sense  for  a  certificated  attorney  to  Bxeh.  of  pieas^ 
cany  on  a  suit  between  the  15tli  of  November  and  the  1st  ' 

day  of  Hilary  Term  in  any  year^  without  having  entered 
his  certificate^  though  he  would  have  been  liable  to  a 
penalty,  if,  after  haying  bo  carried  it  on  during  a  part,  he 
did  not  enter  his  certificate  before  the  expiration  of  that 
intervaL 

The  first  statute  requiring  a  certificate  was  the  25  Greo. 
8i  c.  80^  which  enacts^  '^  that  every  attorney  admitted  or 
enrolled  in  the  King's  Courts  at  Westminster  shall,  pre- 
vious to  his  prosecuting  or  defending  any  suit,  have  a  cer- 
tificate of  his   admission  or  enrolment,  upon  which  a 
stamp  duty  is  to  be  charged.    In  order  to  obtain  it,  he 
is  to  deliver  a  written  paper,  stating  his  place  of  residence, 
to  the  proper  officer  named  in  the  4th  section  of  the  sta- 
tute, which  written  paper  is  to  be  duly  stamped,  according 
to  Ids  place  of  residence,  and  the  officer  is  to  enter  the 
^lame  &c.  of  each  attorney  producing  such  paper,  and  to 
subscribe  to  such  paper  a  certificate  that  such  attorney  is 
duly  enrolled.    These  certificates  are  to  remain  in  force 
&om  the  1st  of  November  to  the  1st  of  November,  and  be 
*^newed  ten  days  before  they  expire.    By  section  7,  any 
^^e  who  shall  sue  out  any  writ,  or  prosecute  or  defend  any 
Action  for  reward,  without  having  obtained  such  certifi- 
^^ate,  shall  forfeit  £50,  and  is  disabled  from  suing  for  any 
^  or  reward  for  prosecuting  or  defending  such  actions. 

Under  this  statute,  the  entry  was  of  the  name  and  resi- 
^ce,  and  preceded  the  certificate ;  and  all  practice  with- 
out a  certificate  was  not  merely  subject  to  a  penalty,  but 
Jko  remuneration  could  be  recovered  for  it. 

The  87  Gteo.  3,  c.  90,  s.  26,  completely  changes  the 
machinery  for  obtaining  the  stamp,  and  requires  the  certifi- 
cate to  denote  the  fact  of  payment  of  the  duties,  and  not 
of  enrolment,  and  to  be  given  by  the  commissioners  of 
stamps;  and,  after  it  has  been  obtained,  makes  it  neces- 
that  it  shall  be  entered  with  the  officer  of  the  Court 
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£rcA.  rf  ^'m*>  mentioned  in  tlie  25  Oeo.  8.    The  time  for  taking  it  out  is 

varied.  It  is  provided^  that  every  attorney  admitted  and 
enrolled  shall  annually,  between  the  1st  of  November  and 
the  end  of  Michaelmas  Term  then  next  following,  daring 
such  time  as  he  shall  continue  to  practise^  or  before  socli 
person  shall  commence  to  prosecute  or  defend  any  action 
or  suit,  obtain  a  certificate  to  denote  the  payment  of 
duties.  The  certificate  to  be  issued  between  those  dates 
is  to  bear  date  on  the  2nd  of  November,  and  at  every  other 
time,  on  the  day  when  it  is  issued,  and  is  to  determine  on  the 
1st  of  November.  Those  days  are  afterwards,  by  the  54 
Geo.  3,  c.  144,  altered  to  the  15th  of  November  and  16th 
of  December. 

The  27th  section  provides,  that  every  certificate  shall 
be  entered  within  the  time  thereinbefore  prescribed,  (vis. 
between  the  1st  of  November  and  the  end  of  Michaelmas 
Term),  or  before  such  person  shall  be  permitted  to  prac- 
tise ;  and  by  the  statute  44  (reo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  3,  this  part 
of  the  37  Greo.  3  is  repealed,  and  it  is  provided  that  any 
person  who  is  by  that  act  (87  Geo.  8)  required  to  obtain, 
such  certificate  in  any  year  after  the  1st  day  of  November^ 
may  enter  the  same  at  any  time  before  the  commeac^-^ 
ment  of  Hilary  Term  then  next  following;  and  thecertifi.— 
cate  so  entered  shall  be  as  valid  as  if  it  had  been  enterdci 
within  the  former  time. 

The  30th  section  imposes  the  penalties  for  non-eonoL- 
pliance  with  the  previous  enactments.     If  any  one  shall 
prosecute  or  defend,  without  obtaining  a  certificate,  or 
without  entering  the  same,  he  shall  forfeit  iE50,  and  is 
made  incapable  of  maintaining  any  action  or  suit  tat  fsfOh 
be.,  for  prosecuting  or  defending  any  suit,  vMhmd  smA 
certificate  as  aforesaid. 

Hie  question  in  the  case  depends  upon  the  constmctioa 
of  these  clauses,  the  30th  and  27th. 

The  30th  does  not  use  the  terms  ''without  having €»• 
tered  his  certificate,  or  without  such  certificate  so  exterd 
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m  aforesaid:''  it  prohibits  the  suit  for  fees  only,  if  there  M*ek.  of  PUa$. 

1840 
i$  no  certificate.    It  does  not  use  the  language  of  the 

25  Qto.  3^  ''  without  having  obtained  a  certificate/'  and 
probably  for  tUs  reason^  that^  under  that  statute^  the  cer- 
tificate was  required  to  be  obtained  before  any  business 
WW  done*    Under  this^  the  business  may  be  done  between 
the  1st  November  and  the  end  of  Michaelmas  Term^  and 
the  certificate  antedated  so  as  to  render  it  legal;  but  it 
teems  that  unless  there  be  a  certificate  obtained  before^  op 
10  antedated,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained^  in  respect 
eiea  of  business  done  in  that  interval.    It  appears  to  us 
that  this  prohibitory  clause  applies  to  the  want  of  certificate 

la  the  practice  then  rendered  illegal  by  the  27th  section, 
loaato  disable  the  attorney  firom  suing  for  it?  Every 
pnctLdng  which  is  prohibited  by  penalty  at  the  time  it 
tikea  place,  is  illegal;  but  that  which  is  not  prohibited  at 
the  time  it  takes  place,  is  not;  though  the  attorney  be' 
fiaUe  to  a  penalty  for  a  subsequent  neglect  or  omission. 

The  27th  section  infiicts  the  penalty  upon  an  attorney 
for  not  entering ;  which  must  be  either  '^  within  the  time 
tfoieaaid,^^  (that  is,  now,  between  the  1st  of  November  and 
the  lat  day  of  Hilary  Term),  or  before  such  attorney  shall 
t>e  permitted  to  practise.  Now,  in  all  cases  falling  within 
the  second  branch  of  this  alternative,  by  which  the  practice 
is  prohibited,  unless  there  be,  not  only  a  certificate,  but  an 
^tiy  thereof,  before  it  takes  place,  it  is  clear  that  the 
practice  is  unlawful  without  entry,  and  no  action,  will  lie  to 
icoorer  a  compensation  for  it;  but  in  the  cases  falling 
within  the  first  branch,  it  appears  that  it  is  enough  to 
i>uike  the  entry  before  the  end  of  the  limited  time. 
Ii^  the  meantime,  the  practice  is  lawful ;  a  contract  to  pay 
^  price  is  lawful;  the  price  may  be  sued  for  the  instant 
^  ia  due,  and  the  want  of  the  subsequent  entry  cannot 
'^ader  it  illegal  by  relation;  but  if,  at  the  end  of  the  pre* 
Scribed  time  for  entry,  there  is  no  entry,  then  the  attorney 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  is  liable  to  a  penalty.    It  appears  to  us^  that  the  bmmeis 

done  between  the  15th  of  November  and  the  Ist  day  of 
Hilary  Term  faUs  within  the  latter  alternative;  any  bosU 
ness  done  at  any  other  time  of  the  year,  within  the  former: 
and  the  plea  is  bad,  as  it  does  not  shew  that  the  business 
was  of  that  description;  for  it  is  consistent  with  every 
averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  business  was  done  between 
the  15th  of  November  and  the  1st  day  of  Hilary  Term,  in 
one  or  more  years. 

As  this  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  our  judgment,  we  do  nd 
think  it  necessary  to  advert  to  another  objection  made  to 
the  plea,  founded  on  the  case  of  Bowler  v.  Brown;  namely, 
that  though  the  omission  to  take  out  the  certificate  is 
averred  to  be  wilful,  it  is  not  averred  that  the  omission  to 
enter  it  was  so;  nor  do  we  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  in* 
thority  of  that  case. 

Our  judgment  must,  for  the  reasons  before  given,  be  ta^ 
the  plaintifT. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Trickbt  t;.  Larne. 

Assumpsit  by  drawer  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change for  20/.  Ss.  6d,,  with  a  count  on  an  account  stated. 
Plea  to  the  1st  count,  that  before  the  drawing  and  accept' 
ing  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, it  -was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defesd- 
ant,  that  the  plaintiff  should  do  for  the  defendant  oertiiD 
tSe^lainUff  and  ^^^^^^^^er^s  and  joiner's  work,  in  a  workmanlike  manneTj 

defendant  that 
the  plaintiff 

should  do  certain  carpenter's  work  for  the  defendant  for  £63 ;  that  the  defradant  paid  ikt 
plaintiff  if  43  in  part  payment  of  the  £63,  and  afterwards  accepted  the  bill  of  ezchaiD|er  •* 
account  of  the  residue  of  the  £6$ ;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  perform  his  agreement,  bat  air 
lected  to  perform  some  work,  and  performed  in  an  unworkmanlike  manner  other  work,  MM' 
sary  to  be  done  under  the  agreement ;  and  that  the  £43  was  more  than  the  whole  work  doM 
was  worth : — Held  bad,  on  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  as  disdoriDg,  bsI  i 
total  fkilure  of  consideration  for  the  bill,  but  only  a  partial  failure  of  the  coosidcratifl^  M 
which  the  money  payment  and  the  bill  were  alike  applicable. 


Plea,  to  an  ac- 
tion by  drawer 
against  an  ac- 
ceptor of  a  bill 
of  exchange  for 
20L  Si.  StL, 
that  before  the 
drawing  and 
acceptance  of 
the  bill,  it  was 


\ 
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for  the  sum  of  j663  ;  that  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  Exeh.  of  puai, 
wit,  on  the  14th  day  of  March,  1839,  paid  to  the  plain-         ^^^• 
tiff  the  sum  of  j£43,  in  part  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
£68;  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  22nd  day  of  May,  1839, 
drew  the  bill  of  exchange  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
and  the  defendant  accepted  the  same,  on  account  of  the 
residue  of  the  said  sum  of  j£63  ;   that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  perform  his  said  agreement,  but  wholly  neglected  and 
refosed  to  perform  certain  works  which  were  necessary  to 
be  done  under  the  said  agreement,  and  performed  other 
works  which  were  necessary  to  be  done  under  the  said 
agreement  in  a  bad  and  unworkmanUke  manner,  so  as  to 
be  of  little  or  no  use  to  the  defendant;  that  the  said  sum 
of  £43,  so  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
ttid  work,  was  much  more  than  the  whole  work  done  by 
tke  plaintiff  was  worth ;  and  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange 
WIS  drawn  and  accepted  in  manner  and  under  the  circum- 
stances in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  in  respect  of  which 
there  was  such  want  and  failure  of  consideration  as  afore- 
nid,  and  for  and  in  respect  of  no  other  monies  or  debts 
vbatsoever.     Plea  to  the  second  count,  non  assumpsit. 
Beplication  to  the  first  plea,  de  injuria. 
At  the  trial  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
^  Michaelmas  Term,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
Pendant.    Crowder  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
^bf  the  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
Aon  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  first  issue, 

Buibjf  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  plea  discloses  a  suffi- 
^t  defence  to  the  action,  at  least  on  general  demurrer 
^  after  verdict.  It  shews  a  total  failure  of  consideration 
•«  to  the  bill  of  exchange.  [Parke,  B. — Why  more  as  to 
^  bill  than  the  other  part  of  the  £63  ?  You  do  not 
^Q^  that  the  jS43  was  paid  for  work  done,  and  that  the 
bin  was  given  for  the  residue  to  be  done,  and  that  it  was 
^  done.    It  is  one  entire  contract,  and  the  plea  shews 

VOL.  VI.  u  M.  w. 
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Exeh,  pf  Pleat,  onlj  a  partial  failure  of  consideration  for  the  bill  and\ 
^^^*  money  payment.]  The  plea  aUeges  that  the  bill  was  gtn 
for  the  residue  of  the  £63^  and  that  the  work  done  n 
worth  only  the  £48  previottsly  paid.  Suppose  the  bill  in 
never  been  given  nor  the  money  paid^  the  d^isndant  irosli 
clearly  have  had  a  rights  in  answer  to  an  action  forfli 
price  o(  the  work^  to  say  it  was  worth  only  so  much|  ui 
that  in  respect  of  the  remainder  the  contract  could  notb 
enforced.  [Parke,  B. — No  doubt;  but  this  is  one  entire  mn 
paid;  partly  in  money^  partly  in  a  bill,  upon  one  contnd 
and  there  is  only  a  partial  faQure  of  consideration  upa 
that  contract.]  By  the  contract  the  defendant  was  eg 
bound  to  pay  anything  until  the  whole  work  was  doaei 
a  workmanlike  manner :  therefore,  as  the  plaintijBf  tbonj^ 
fit  to  receive  the  £43  while  the  work  was  in  progress,  sa 
the  jury  have  found  that  that  sum  covered  all  he  wis  enti 
tied  to,  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  recover  also  o&  tk 
bill. 


Parke,  B.— It  ultimately  turns  out  that  the 
entitled  to  £43  only ;  but  that  does  not  shew  a  total 
failure  of  consideration ;  and  the  defendant  cannot  saooieil 
unless  he  shews  that  the  consideration  for  the  bill  ki 
totally  failed.  The  defendant  should  have  stipulated,  irU 
he  gave  the  bill,  that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  tmless  work  vi 
done  to  a  greater  value  than  the  £43.  The  £43  had  hm 
paid  when  the  bill  was  given,  but  the  plea  does  not  sn 
that  it  was  given  for  the  balance  of  the  account  befoni 
the  £43.  The  defendant  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  pQ 
ment  had  been  made  for  the  whole  work  by  a  bill  for  M 
in  that  case  there  would  not  have  been  a  total  fidlnrsi 
consideration ;  so  here,  he  chooses  to  pay  down,  in  moiM| 
and  a  bill  together,  the  price  for  work  contracted  to  h 
done :  then  the  work  being  defectively  done,  there  is  t  ps^ 
tial  failure  of  the  consideration  to  which  the  bill  is  inftfi 
applicable  as  well  as  the  money,  not  a  total  £ulure  of  ooBc 
sideration  on  the  bill. 
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Aldbeson^  B. — ^The  bill  and  money  are  given  for  work  E*ch.  of  p/««#, 
contracted  to  be  doue^  which  ultimately  turns  out  to  be  '   ^ 

worth  gdIj  JE43.  It  is  clearly  a  partial  failure  of  consi-  Trickey 
deration  as  to  the  whole  payment^  and  drives  the  defend-  Larne. 
ant  to  his  cross  action. 

GuRNXYy  B,,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Crawder  and  WhUmore  were  in  support  of  the  rule. 


De 


Abmfibld  9.  Bt7RoiN  and  Another. 

CLARATION  in  debt,  containing  three  counts  :  the  To  a  deciara- 
fint  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  plaintiff,  and  ac-  containing  a 
ccpted  by  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of  33/.  Zs.  9rf. ;  the  buuf  ^change 
•econd  for  £70,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered :  and  the  third  foj-  33/.3».  9^., 

f^  with  counts  for 

w  £70  due  on  an  account  stated.     The  declaration  de-  goods  sold,  and 
Dttnded,  in  the  usual  way,  the  sum  of  1 73/.  3«.  9(/.     Par-  "lated*  each 
teulars  of  demand  were  delivered,  which  gave  credit  for  Jgy^o *andde- 

JC20.  manding  in 

-i^  the  usual  form 

ile  defendants  pleaded,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  j£20,  the  sum  of 
pffcel  of  the  said  simi  of  173/.  3*.  9rf.  in  the  said  declara-  j^e  defendants 
tion  demanded,  for  the  payment  of  which  said  sum  of  £20,  jj^^^^^  "a"cei 
Pwcel  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  has  given  the  defendants  of  the  sum  of 
ci^t  in  his  particulars  of  demand  delivered  in  this  action,  the  declaration 
tke  defendants  say  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  further  to  ?„'"  he  parent 
''^^tain  his  action,  because  the   defendants  now  bring  °^  ^**'f^  «i?'*l 

'  ^    sum  of  £20  the 

ato  Court  the  sum  of  13/.  12*.  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  has 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendants  further  say  that  they  never  fendant  credit 
^»e  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  a  greater  amount  than  Jarl'lVaTmand, 

,^  actionem  non, 

j'^Ne  the  defeodants  now  bring  into  Court  the  sum  of  13/.  \lt.  ready  to  be  paid  to  the 
r^Qtif^  and  they  further  say  that  Uiey  were  never  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  a  greater  amount 
*^BU)e  said  sum  of  13/.  \2s,  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned  : — Heldf  that  the  pica 
*^  bid  on  special  demurrer;  that  it  ought  to  have  shewn  some  answer  as  to  part,  and  pleaded 
^yoient  into  Conrt  aa  to  the  residue. 

U  2 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  the  said  sum  &c.  in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
w  '   ^    introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned. — ^Verification. 

Armfibld  Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plea 

BuRoiN.  purports  to  answer  the  whole  declaration,  and  is  in  iuA 
an  answer  to  part  only,  and  that  the  plea  is  a  plea  of  pay- 
ment into  Court  of  the  sum  of  13/.  12^.  in  satisfaction  of 
all  the  debts  and  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, except  £20  parcel  thereof;  whereas  such  debts 
together  amount  to  173/.  3«.  9^/.,  and,  after  deducting 
therefrom  the  said  sum  of  £20,  are  a  much  larger  sum  than 
the  said  sum  paid  into  Court,  and  the  whole  of  such  debts 
and  causes  of  action  should  have  been  pleaded  to. 

Ogle,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plea  is  bad,  in.^ 
asmuch  as  it  does  not  answer  the  whole  of  the  decbvw 
ation.  Besides,  it  is  bad  as  pleading  the  payment  int:o 
Court  of  a  smaller  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  bill  of 
exchange,  and  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  other  counts. 
As  the  plea  stands,  it  is  applicable  to  all  the  counts.  [He 
was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Fortescue,  in  support  of  the  plea. — If  the  first  objection 
was  ever  available  at  all,  it  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of 
now.   The  proper  course  was  for  the  plaintiff  to  sign  judg- 
ment for  so  much  as  was  unanswered  by  the  plea.    Upon 
this  record,  the  plea  must  stand  upon  its  validity  as  a  pleft 
pleaded  to  a  part  only  of  the  sum  demanded  in  the  deds^ 
ration.     The  other  objection  to  the  mode  of  pleading  i^ 
not  assigned  as  a  cause  of  demurrer.     [Parke,  B. — ^By  tli^ 
new  rules  (a),  never  indebted  is  no  plea  where  the  action  i^ 
on  a  bill  of  exchange — is  not  that  a  ground  of  objection 
on  general  demurrer?]     It  is  a  fallacy  to  suppose  th^^ 
this  is  a  compound  plea,  consisting  of  distinct  averments  ^'^ 
a  payment  into  Court,  and  that  the  defendant  was  nev^^ 

(a)  Reg.  Gen.  H.T.,  4  Will.  4,  tit.  Covenant, and  Debt 
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indebted  as  to  the  residue.     It  is  a  distinct  plea^  and  is  in  £*eh,  of  PUat, 
the  form  given  by  the  late  rules  of  pleadings  and  by  those     ^   ^      ^ 
rules  declared  to  be  applicable^  and  directed  to  be  used  in      Armpield 
all  cases  where  money  is  paid  into  Court.     This  is  evident       Buroin. 
from  the  old  form  of  plea  which  was  first  given^  and  which 
concluded  with  nil  debet  instead  of  never  indebted^  and 
that  form  was  made  applicable  to  all  cases  in  which  money 
iras  paid  into  Courts  though  by  a  former  rule  nil  debet  was 
declared  to  be  no  plea  in  any  case.  With  regard  to  this  plea 
bcdng  good  on  general  demurrer^  Ftnlayson  v.  M^Kemie  {a) 
is  an  authority.    There  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  held 
that  the  old  form  of  a  plea  of  payment  into  Court  as  ap- 
plied to  a  bill  of  exchange^  was  good  on  general  demurrer, 
though  bad  on  special  demurrer.     In  deciding  the  latter 
pcnnt,  however^  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  not  directed 
to  the  fact,  that  the  plea  of  nil  debet  was  equally  prohibited 
tt  applied  to  the  common  counts,  as  to  a  count  on  a  bill  of 
exchange.     [Alderstm,  B. — ^Does  not  the  diflSculty  arise 
from  the  altered  form  of  the  plea  of  payment  into  Court? 
I  can  understand  that  it  might  apply  to  a  bill  of  exchange, 
^  long  as  the  form  of  nil  debet  was  retained ;  but  how 
can  you  say  you  were  never  indebted  ?     Does  not  the  bill 
constitate  a  debt?]      The  bill  is  only  prima  facie  evidence 
tf  a  debt.     Before  the  new  rules  of  pleading,  a  payment 
into  Court  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  admitted  only  the 
snaking  of  the  contract  in  fact,  and  a  right  to  recover  to 
*he  amount  paid  in ;  but  every  other  defence  was  open, 
^^v.  Dickons  (J),  Cow  v.  Parry  (c).     It  is  therefore  sub- 
'''^tted^  that  this  plea  is  good  in  form  as  well  as  in  sub- 
•^ce;  for  the  latter,  ftnlayson  v.  M^Kenzie  is  a  clear 
*^thority.      In  Marshall  v.  Whiteside  (rf),  Parke,  B.,  in 
P^ing  judgment,  after  referring  to  Jourdain  v,  Johnson  (e), 
"P^^of  it  as  deciding,  that  "where  there  is  a  plea  of 

(q)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  824 ;  5  Scott,  20 ;     (c)  1  T.  R.  464. 
^tK)wL71.  (rf)lM.&W.  192. 

ih)  5  B.  &  Ad.  499;  2  N.  &  M.  369.      (e)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  564. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  payment  of  money  into  Courts  it  need  not  be  pleaded  to 
^    ^  *   ^     each  county  but  may  be  pleaded  generally  to  the  whole 
Armfield     declaration/'    Then,  as  to  the  amount  claimed  nnder  the 
BuaoiN.      money  counts,  Kingham  y.  liobins  {a)  is  an  authority  that 
the  plea  of  payment  into  Court  under  those  counts  only 
admits  a  liability  upon  some  one  or  more  contracts,  to  the 
extent  of  the  sum  paid  in.     Here  the  amount  paid  into 
Court,  together  with  the  .£20  for  which  credit  is  given  in 
the  particulars,  which  are  referred  to  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  plea,  exceeds  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
change, and  it  might  be  that  nothing  at  all  was  due  on  the 
common  counts.     If  this  plea  should  be  held  bad  on  the 
ground  alluded  to,  it  wiU  be  impossible  hei^after  to  pay 
money  into  Court  at  all  to  a  count  in  debt  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, for  the  plea  must  contain  the  concluding  aver* 
ment  of  nunquam  indebitatus.     [Parke,  B. — ^If  the  folX 
amount  were  paid  into  Court,  that  averment  would  b^ 
surplusage.]     It  would  not  be  so  in  all  cases,  as,  for  iia.^ 
stance,  where  money  is  paid  into  Court  on  a  bill  or  nofco 
payable  a  certain  time  after  demand  with  interest,  wheir«i 
the  amount  of  interest  and  principal  is  usually  alleged 
under  a  videlicet,  and  is  not  material. 

Offle,  in  reply. — ^This  plea  does  not  follow  the  new  fbnn 
of  the  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  Court,  in  this,  that 
it  is  not  pleaded  as  to  part.  The  objection  to  the  plem 
is  a  matter  of  substance,  and  renders  it  a  nullity. 

Parke,  B. — The  plea  is  clearly  bad  on  special  dennur-* 
rer,  but  in  the  special  causes  assigned  the  defect  is  noi^ 
pointed  out ;  which  is,  that  the  plea  of  never  indebted  i^ 
improper  to  so  much  of  the  demand  as  consists  of  the  pnH^ 
missory  note.  You  had  better  amend  without  costs  on  botl9* 
sides.  It  is  clear  that  you  cannot  plead  nunquam  indebi'-' 
tatus  to  a  count  upon  a  bill  of  exchange.  Where,  in 
action  of  debt  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  sum  of  money  i 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  94. 
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paid  into  Court  less  than  the  amount  of  the  bill/the  defend-  &feft*  of  PieM, 
ant  should  shew  some  answer  as  to  part^  and  plead  the     ^ 
payment  into  Court  as  to  the  residue,  in  which  case  the      Armfibld 
eondnding  averment  in  the  plea  of  never  indebted  would       Buroiv. 
become  surplusage. 

Leave  to  amend. 


Edmonds  v,  Lawley. 

IbOVER  against  the  sheriff  of  Warwickshire  for  con-  An  act  of  bank- 
verting  the  plaintiffs  goods.  b^w  Lmmufed 

Pleas,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed;  se-  ;",y^*^bo^„f 

ttmdlv,  that  one  George  Jackson  was,  at  the  time  of  issuing  fide  execution 

*  was  issued  on 

^  fiat  in  bankruptcy  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  trader,  the  stii,  under 
fee,,  and,  as  such  trader,  had,  on  the  Ist  of  April,  1839,  ©f  the  bankrupt 
l>ecome  indebted  &c.,  and  thereupon  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  Q^^^^^^g^/gf^  of 
'uly,  became  and  was  a  bankrupt;  that  afterwards,  and  be-  July  the  2  &  3 
fore  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  passid,  and  on 
of  July,  Henry  Bosanquet  and  others  sued  out  of  the  fj  unklupt^cy 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  against  the  issued,  under 

which  the 

SBid  George  Jackson,  directed  &c.  and  indorsed,  to  levy,  plaintiffs  were 
&^;  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  writ,  after  the  bank-  neet^— 7/«rW, 
ifuptcy  and  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  as  thereinafter  ^l**^  *^*  execu- 

*'  "  tion  was  pro- 

^^icntioned,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  July,  the  defendant,  tected  by  the 
^  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  seized  and  took  in  execution  the 
*^d  goods  and  chattels  for  the  purpose  of  levying  &c., 
*^d  did  afterwards  by  sale  thereof  le^y  &c.j  that  the 
^  goods  and  chattels  were  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy 
^ke  property  of  the  said  George  Jackson,  and  liable  to 
^  taken  &c.;  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of 
^^y,  on  the  petition  of  C.  G.,  the  Lord  High  Chancellor 
^••^ed  his  fiat,  directed  to  certain  persons  thereby  nomi- 
k  ^^^ted  and  appointed  commissioners,  &c.;  by  whom  the 
'^  George  JackaoQ  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  &c. :  that 
^^^^tice  va^  published  in  the  Gazette,  and  at  a  meeting 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  dvlj  holden  at  &c.^  the  plaintiffs  were  chosen  and  becai 
*  ^  assignees^  and  entitled  as  such  to  the  possession  of  the  saj 
Edmonds  goods  and  chattels^  which  possession  is  the  same  ma 
Lawlet.  tioned  in  the  declaration.  The  plea  then  averred  that  tib 
writ  was  bon&  fide  executed  and  levied  by  the  defendas^ 
as  sheriff^  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat;  thattk 
said  Henry  Bosanquet  and  others  had  not^  nor  had  tk 
defendant,  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  coin- 
mitted  by  the  said  George  Jackson ;  and  that  the  judg- 
ment upon  which  the  said  writ  was  issued,  was  not  fonnddi 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney  or  cognovit,  given  by  the  atf 
George  Jackson  by  way  of  a  fraudulent  preference  to  wbij 
creditor. — ^Verification. 

To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  de- 
fendant, as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  seized  and  took  tb 
said  goods  and  cliattels  in  the  declaration  and  the  second 
plea  mentioned^  after  the  said  G^oi^e  Jackson  had  become 
a  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  ili- 
tute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.— Verification. 

Rejoinder — ^That  the  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  not  made 
and  issued  imtil  after  the  passing  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  2 &t 
Vict.  c.  29,  is  not  retrospective,  and  that  the  executioa 
having  been  levied  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  be- 
fore the  passing  of  that  statute,  is  not  protected  by  % 
though  the  fiat  was  dated  and  issued  after  it  came  into 
operation. 

fVightman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  question  in 
this  case  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  recent  statate 
2  &  3  Vict,  c,  29,  and  whether  that  act  is  to  have  aretK>' 
spective  operation  or  not.  The  first  section  enacts, ''  that  iB 
contracts,  dealings,  and  transactions,  by  and  with  any  bank* 
nipt,  really  and  bonfi  fide  made  and  entered  into  befi»« 
the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat  against  him,  and  all  execO' 
tions  and  attachments  against  the  lands  and  tenements] 
or  goods  and  chattels  of  such  bankrupt,  bon&  fide  e^ 
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eated  or  levied  before  the  date  and  isstdng  of  the  fiat^  Exeh.  of  pieat, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act     ^  ^  '   . 
of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed,  provided  the      Edmonds 
persons  so  dealing  with  such  bankrupt,  or  at  whose  suit,       Lawley. 
or  on  whose  account,  such  execution  or  attachment  shall 
liave  issued,  had  not,  at  the  time  of  such  contract,  deal- 
ing, or  transaction,  or  at  the  time  of  executing  or  levying 
sndi  execution  or  attachment,  notice  of  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  him  committed;''  and  it  then  goes  on  to 
pnmde,  that  the  act  shall  not  apply  to  protect  any  firaud- 
ulent  preference,  &c.    Now  here  the  plea  states  that  the 
execution  was  levied  on  the  8th  of  July,  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  but  before  the  fiat,  which 
was  issued  on  the  24th.     The  act  was  passed  on  the  19th, 
and  so  came  in  intermediately  between  the  execution  and 
the  fiat.    The  act  has  no  retrospective  operation ;  and  as 
>oon  as  the  fiat  was  issued,  and  the  assignees  were  chosen, 
ftey  were,  by  the  retrospective  operation  of  the  bankrupt 
^W8,  placed  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the  fiat  had  been 
^saned,  and  the  assignees  chosen,  at  the  time  when  the 
<^8e  of  action  accrued.    It  is  on  that  groimd  that  a 
*beriff,  who  has  taken  the  goods  of  a  bankrupt  in  exe- 
rtion, has  been  held  liable  in  trover,  under  circum- 
stances which  otherwise  would  have  excused  him :  Potter 
^-  Siarkie  (a).  Price  v.  Helyar  (i),  Balme  v.  Hutton  (c).  Gar- 
^^^'^  V.  Carlisle  (rf).     The  Courts  have  admitted  the  hard- 
'tip  upon  the  sheriflF;  but  they  felt  themselves  bound 
^  give  effect  to  the  retrospective  power  of  the  bankrupt 
^^.    If  this  act  had  not  passed,   the  assignees  would 
^^^irly  have  been  entitled  to  the  goods,  on  the  ground 
^^t,  when  they  were  seized  by  the  sheriff,  there  was  a 
^^^ted  right  in  them  by  relation  back  to  the  act  of  bank- 
^ptcy,  and  the  act  cannot  be  construed  to  have  a  retro- 

U)  4  M.  &  Sel.  459.  (c)  1  C.  &  M.  262. 

<6)  1  M.  &  P.  541 ;  4  Bing.  597.  (d)  2  C.  &  M.  31. 
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Ejrek,  of  Piea$t  spective  Operation^  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  that  right. 
^    ^     ^     This  case  may  be  illustrated  by  reference  to  a  decision 
Edmondi      upon  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  by  which  it 
Lawlet.      is  enacted^  that  '^  no  action  shall  be  brought  whereby  to 
charge  any  person  upon  any  agreement  made  in  consideration 
of  marriagej  unless  there  be  some  note  or  jnemorandum 
thereof  in  writing;'^  and  in  Gilmore  v.  SkiUer{a),  where 
there  was  a  verbal  promise  of  marriage  before  the  passing 
of  that  act^  it  was  held  that  an  action  might  be  maintjiined 
upon  it  after  the  act  came  into  operation^  on  the  ground 
that  the  act  had  no  retrospective  operation,  and  could  not 
extend  to  a  parol  agreement  made  previously  to  the  passing 
of  the  act ;  that  as  the  cause  of  action  was  vested  before 
the  act  passed,  the  act  could  not   have   a  retroactive 
operation  to  take  away  the  right  so  vested.     Here  thero 
was  a  vested  right  before  the  act  came  into  operation,  and 
it  cannot  have  the  effect  of  taking  away  the  right  to 
vested.   The  words  of  the  act  are, ''  all  executions,  &c.,  bcmt 
fide  executed  or  levied  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the 
fiat;'^  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  r^ 
late  to  prior  executions,  or  to  affect  the  operation  of  the 
bankrupt  laws.     It  clearly  means  yii/t£re  executions,  and 
future  contracts.     Lord  Coke  says,  *^  it  is  a  rule  and  law 
of  Parliament,  that  nova  constitutio  futuris  formam  ioi- 
ponere  debet,  non  praeteritis  [by     [Parke,  B. — ^You  say 
we  must  not  construe  this  act  so  as  to  defeat  any  vested 
right ;  but  in  whom  was  there  any  vested  right,  or  who 
had  any  vested  right  to  these  goods  at  the  time  the  act 
passed,  except  the  bankrupt,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the 
creditors  ?     I  agree  that  we  ought  not  to  construe  general 
words  so  as  to  affect  vested  interests ;  but  in  whom  waik 
there  any  vested  interest  in  this  case  at  the  time  the  act:^ 
passed?]     Admitting  that  there  was  no  vested  interest  ii 

(a)  2  Lev.  227;  2  Show.  16;   2      Jones,  108. 
Mod.  10;  1  Vent.  330;  2  Sir  T.  (h)  2  Iiut  292. 
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the  assignees  at  the  time  the  sherifip  seized^  as  soon  as  the  Exch,  of  PUat, 
fiat  was  issued^  and  the  assignees  were  chosen,  their  right     ^      ^  '   ^ 
lercrted  back  to  the  time  of  the  seizure  by  the  operation      Edmonds 
of  the  bankrupt  laws^  and  a  cause  of  action  then  accrued.       Lawlkt. 
\Farke,  B. — ^That  argument  would  have  been  well  founded^ 
if  the  act  had  been  prospective :  but  if  it  had  been  so,  the 
words  would  have  been,  '^  all  executions  and  attachments 
heretfter  to  be  executed  or  levied/']     Suppose  the  fiat  had 
isnied  two  days  before  the  act  passed,  and  before  assig- 
nees were  chosen,  unless  the  Court  hold  the  act  to  be 
prospective,  an  execution  creditor  would  be  protected  by 
it;  inasmuch  as,  no  assignees  having  been  chosen,  there 
would  be  nothing  but  an  inchoate  right  at  the  time. 

Siee,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the 

contraction  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1.    The  words  of 

the  act  are  very  general,  none  of  them  future,  and  if  taken 

><^rding  to  their  grammatical  construction,  will  apply  to 

*U  contracts,  either  bygone  or  future.     The  sound  rule  of 

coustroction  with  respect  to  acts  of  Parliament  is,  that  the 

^ords  are  to  be  read  in  their  ordinary  and  usual  gram* 

^tical  sense,  unless  that  mode  of  construction  leads  to 

Manifest  inconvenience,  or  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  in- 

^tion  of  the  legislature.     If  such  construction  would 

nave  the  effect  of  defeating  any  antecedent  vested  right, 

we  ought  to  construe  the  act  so  as  to  support  and  not 

^  defeat  it.     If,  in  this  case,  a  fiat  had  issued,  and  as- 

*>gnee8  had  been  appointed  before  the  passing  of  the 

**j  they  would  have  had  a  vested  right  to  the  property 

0^  the  bankrupt  from  the  time  of  the  seizure,  and  it  would 

*^^e  been  imjust  to  construe  the  act  so  as  to  defeat  that 

^S^t    Perhaps,  if  the  assignees  had  not  been  appointed 

^ten  the  act  passed,   but  the  fiat  had  issued  before, 

^^  should  in  that  case  also  construe  it  so  as  not  to  defeat 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  right  of  the  assignees.     But  with  respect  to  all  fiats 

.    ^^^*  .     issued  after  the  new  act  has  come  into  operation^  we  think 

Edmonds      there  is  no  injustice  in  saying,  that  the  assignees  must 

Lawley.      take  the  property  subject  to  the  new  law.     The  defendant, 

therefore,  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     At  the  time 
that  the  act  passed,  the  state  of  things  was  this — an  act  of 
bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  upon  which  a  fiat  might 
at  some  future  period  be  taken  out,  but  none  had  theix 
been  issued;    intermediately  a  bon&  fide  execution  hai^ 
been  levied.     Under  the  old  law  the  creditor  would  hav^ 
had  the  property  to  satisfy  his  debt,  subject  to  its  beii^^ 
divested  in  case  a  fiat  issued,  overriding  his  executiaxi, 
within  two  months.    The  legislature  seem  to  have  thoug-lit 
that  that  was  not  a  very  just  position  for  the  creditor  to 
be  placed  in,  and  they  say  that  that  shall  not  take  place  in 
future.     I  think  that  by  thus  construing  the  act,  we  giwe 
it  a  prospective  and  not  a  retrospective  operation. 

Gurney,  B. — I  entirely  concur  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.  By  putting  this  construction  on  the  act,  we  carry 
out  the  remedy  intended  by  it,  without  doing  any  in-- 
justice. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court.  Whath^** 
been  said  by  my  Brother  Alderson  solves  the  difficulty;  i^^^ 
do  not  by  this  construction  give  the  act  a  retrospective  bu^^ 


a  prospective  effect,  for  the  title  of  the  assignees  was  ii 
complete  at  the  time  it  passed.  The  argument  urge^^ 
applies  to  cases  where  all  the  acts  had  been  done  whic^^^ 
were  necessary  to  vest  the  property  in  the  assignees. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Galway  v.  Rose. 
Assumpsit. — ^The  declaration  stated  that  the  defend-  Assumpsit — 

The  declflr- 

ant,  on  the  21st  of  November^  1835^  in  parts  beyond  the  ation  stated 
teas,  to  wit,  at  Cahir,  in  Ireland,  made  his  bill  of  exchange  the'defendant 
in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  certain  persons  by  ™*^«  **»«  *>*"  p^ 

'^  .      .  exchange,  and 

and  mider  the  name,  style,  and  description  of  Messrs.  directed  the 
Arrnt  &  Borough,   Dublin,   and  thereby  requested  the  co.,  payable,  to 
said  Messrs.  Arint  &  Borough   to  pay  to  one  Captain  fh^ee  momhr' 
Buslie  or  his  order  £397,  three  months  after  the  date  after  date, which 

period  had 

thereof,  which  period  had  elapsed  before  the  commence-  elapsed  before 
ment  of  the  suit.     The  declaration  then  alleged  that  the  mentof thesuft"; 
aaid  Captain  Bushe  then  indorsed  the  said  bill  to  the  plain-  i*^*^  ^-  ?*»«"  '"- 

^  '^  dorsed  it  to  the 

tiff:  that   it  was  presented  to  the  said  Messrs.  Arint  &  plaintiff;  that  it 
Borough  for  acceptance,  but  that  they  refased  to  accept  for  acceptance 
the  same,  whereupon  the  said  biU  was  duly  protested  for  ?o"r'*nrn''.^a\'St- 
lon-acceptance,  whereof  the  defendant  had  due  notice:  ance,  of  which 

J   t  1  .«.  /.       1  the  defendant 

^d  the  said  plaintiff  further  says,  that  the  said  bill  being  had  notice ; 
whofly  unaccepted  and  unpaid,  afterwards,  and  on  the  day  betng  whoUy 
when  it  became  due,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  February,  "n*aid^afte?"^ 
1836,  the  said  bill  was  presented  to  the  said  Messrs.  Arint  wards  &c., 
«  Borough  for  payment,  but  that  they  would  not  pay  due  on  &c.,  was 
the  same  when  so  presented  to  them,  but  wholly  declined  parent  to^A. 
*^d  refused,  whereupon  the  said  bill  was  duly  protested  ?  ^?»  ^^^  7" 

^  *^  ^  ^  •'    *  fused  to  pay  the 

w  non-payment,  of  all  of  which  said  last-mentioned  pre-  8ame,where- 

^ises  the  defendant  had  notice :  and  whereas  also  the  de-  protested  for 

fewlant  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  "f ywhTch"lhe 

^e  8th  of  January,  1839,   was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  defendant  had 

^  «600  on  an  accoimt  stated ;  and  the  defendant,  in  con-  whereas  also 

**deration  of  the  premises  respectively,  then,  to  wit,  on  dant^bLfore  &"", 

*^  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  ^as^'indebtfd  to 

^  the  plaintiff 

.  ^»  on  an  account  stated ;  and  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  respectively,  then^ 
^^^>t,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  several  sums 
l^t^cctively  on  request.     To  this  declaration  there  was  a  demurrer  for  duplicity  and  uncer- 

dty: — Held,  that  whether  the  first  part  of  the  declaration  was  considered  as  two  counts,  or 

^  only,  it  was  not  demurrable  on  either  of  those  grounds. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  pay  him  the  said  several  monies  respectively  on  « 

yet  the  defendant  has  disregarded  his  promise^  ai 
not  paid  any  of  the  said  monies,  or  any  part  thereo: 
by  reason  and  means  of  the  dishonour  of  the  aa 
in  the  said  first  coimt  mentioned,  as  in  that  connl 
tioned,  he,  the  plaintiff,  having  indorsed  and  negotial 
said  bill,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  in  the  first 
first  mentioned,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  an 
last  aforesaid,  as  such  indorser  of  the  said  bill  as  afo 
was  called  upon  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  did  then  p 
become  liable  to  pay  divers  charges  and  expenses  a 
ant  upon  and  occasioned  by  the  dishonour  of  the  si 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  return  of  the  same  to  him  the 
tiff,  to  wit,  the  charges  and  expenses  of  protestii 
said  bill,  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  comm 
postage,  and  divers  other  charges  and  expenses,  amoi 
together  to  £10 ;  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  of  £ 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  first  count  of  the 
ration,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  declaration 
that  the  bill  was  dishonoured  by  the  same  bein^ 
sented  for  and  refused  acceptance,  and  that  the  san 
dishonoured  by  being  presented  for  and  refused 
ment,  and  that  either  of  the  said  dishonours  was 
dent  to  maintain  the  action  upon  the  bill  to  its  fi 
tent,  and  that  it  was  altogether  uncertain  upon  wl 
the  said  dishonours  the  plaintiff  intended  to  relj 
that  no  certain  or  single  issue  could  be  taken;  th 
cause  of  action  in  the  first  count  was  stated  unce] 
and  in  the  alternative,  and  not  directly  and  posi 
as  in  effect  it  stated,  that  the  bill  was  either  dishoi 
by  a  refusal  to  accept  or  a  refusal  to  pay ;  and  als 
the  statement  of  the  special  damage  to  the  fijrst 
was  altogether  insufficient  and  uncertain,  in  that  alt 
it  is  alleged  that  there  were  two  dishonours  of  the  b 
it  is  stated  in  the  allegation  of  special  damage  tl 
costs  and  expenses  were  occasioned  by  the  dishos 
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the  Baid  hSl,  but  by  which  of  the  said  two  seyeral  disho-  Exch.  of  PUat, 
Hours  did  not  appear.  v-If^ 

To  the  last  count  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit. 

Mellor,  in  support  of  the  demurrer^  was  in  the  first  in- 
itance  stopped  by  the  Courts  who  called  upon 

Buii  to  support  the  declaration. — The  first  count  does 
Txk  contain  two  causes  of  action^  but  only  two  consider- 
liions  for  the  promise ;  namely^  the  non-acceptance  and 
the  non-payment  of  the  bill.    But  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  it  discloses  two  distinct  causes  of  action, 
then  they  are  two  counts^  and  the  demurrer  is  too  large. 
[ParkCy  B. — ^They   are   not   in   the   form   of  two   dis- 
tinct counts.]      There   is   no  necessity  for  any  formal 
commencement;  but  if  there  be  an  objection  on  that 
poimd,  it  should  have  been  pointed  out  as  a  cause  of  spe- 
<^  demurrer.     Jourdain  v.  Johnson  (a)  is  an  authority  to 
*hewthat  the  use  of  the  word  respectively,  in  the  aDegation 
^ibe  promise  to  pay,  will  constitute  them  several  counts. 
^  a  note  to  Webber  v.  Twill  (i),  it  is  said  that  *'  the  com- 
mon counts  in   a  declaration  may  be  contained  in  one 
^^t,  stating  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the 
pUmtiff  in  a  given  sum,  as  for  instance  £1000,  as  well  for 
S^ods  sold  and  ddivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
••  Ust  money  lent  and  advanced,  and  money  paid  by  the 
Pl^tiff  to  the  defendant,  and  money  had  and  received  by 
^  defendant  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that,  in  consideration 
^'^ereof,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay :''   for  which  po- 
•^i^Hi  Booke  V.  Booke  (c)  is  cited  as  an  authority. 

^dhr,  contriL^^The  first  count  is  double.  It  is  laid 
^**^^  as  a  rule  in  Stephen  on  Pleading,  292,  ''  that  the  de- 
^^^^rstion  must  not,  in  support  of  a  single  demand,  allege 
*^^^^  distinct  matters  by  any  of  which  that  demand  is 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  564.  (b)  2  Saund.  122,  lu  2. 

(e)  Cro.  Jac  245. 
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Ezeh.  of  puat,  sufiScientlj  Supported/^  The  authorities  which  estabTI 
*  ^  this  rule  are  collected  in  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  6th  ed.  S. 
Galway  Now  here  the  declaration  shews  a  complete  cause  of  j 
Rose.  tion^  bj  alleging  a  protest  for  non-acceptance,  Crossfy  i 
Ham  {a) ;  it  then  alleges  a  presentment  for  and  refusal  a 
payment,  which  is  another  cause  of  action;  which  rendenfl 
double,  and  uncertain  for  which  cause  of  action  the  pliin- 
tiff  is  proceeding.  It  is,  therefore,  in  violation  of  the 
above  rule.  But  then  it  is  said  it  may  be  treated  as  two 
counts,  and  that  the  objection  as  to  the  informal  cooi- 
mencement  of  the  second  count  should  have  been  pointei 
out  as  a  cause  of  special  demurrer :  the  answer  to  that  n, 
that  it  is  in  effect  pointed  out  as  a  cause  of  demuner, 
when  it  is  alleged  that  the  count  is  imcertain  and  in  the 
alternative,  and  that  is  sufiBlcient.  The  c&se  cited  has 
therefore  no  application.  The  plaintiff,  who  has  mani- 
festly treated  it  as  one  count,  has  no  right  to  turn  loimd 
upon  the  defendant  and  say.  What  I  have  pleaded,  and  yoa 
have  taken  as  one  count,  is,  in  reality,  two  counts  inform- 
ally  pleaded.  A  party  has  no  right  so  to  plead  as  to  mia- 
lead  his  opponent. 

Parke,  B. — The  declaration  is  good,  in  whatever  way  it 
is  viewed.  If  the  first  part  of  it  be  considered  as  two 
counts,  then  the  word  ^^  respectively*'  attaches  a  separate 
promise  to  each  count,  and  the  only  objection  would  he 
that  the  second  count  is  informally  commenced;  ^ 
with  regard  to  that  there  is  no  special  cause  of  demuncf 
assigned.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  declaration  he 
viewed  as  one  count  only,  it  is  equally  good ;  for  then 
there  are  different  causes  of  action  arising  out  of  diib^ 
ent  considerations,  all  of  which  are  executed.  Acoarf- 
ing  to  the  old  form  given  in  Saunders's  Reports,  th«* 
might  be  several  different  considerations  included  in  oa^ 
count  in  indebitatus  assumpsit;  and  if  we  consider  thiatf 

(a)  13  East,  502,  per  Bayley,  J. 
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B8  one  count  only,  it  amounts  to  this,  that  the  defendant  be-  Exeh.ofPiea$ 
came  liable  to  the  plaintiff  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  in  conse- 
qaence  of  the  non-acceptance  thereof,  and  also  on  account 
of  the  non-payment  thereof,  and  also  on  an  account  stated ; 
the  whole  concluding  with  a  promise  to  pay.      Then  how 
does  that  differ  firom  the  case  of  the  common  counts,  for 
work  and  labour,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  &c.  ?  By  analogy 
to  the  practice  before  the  new  rules,  and  which  seems  to 
Test  on  a  sound  foundation,  we  must  hold  the  declaration 
good.     Before  the  new  rules,  the  whole  would  have  been 
in  issue  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  but  now  the  de- 
fendant must  traverse  the  facts  of  presentment  for  pay- 
ment and  acceptance. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Doe  d.  Curzon  and  Others  v.  Edmonds. 

•*^JECTMENT  for  lands  in  the  parish  of  Morden,  in  the  in  1788,  estates 
^unty  of  Dorset.  At  the  trial  before  Coleridge^  J.,  at  the  marriage  s^ttie- 
Dorchester  Summer  Assizes,  1839,  it  appeared  that  the  «>ent,tothe 

'  '  **  use  of  the  wife 

•ebon  was  brought  to  try  the  title  of  J.  S,  W.  Sawbridge   for  life,  with  re- 
mainders to  her 
issue  in  tail, 
^h  remainder  to  the  settlor,  (whose  heiress  at  law  she  was),  in  fee.  In  1818,  hy  deeds  to  which  the 
■iii^od  and  wife,  and  their  only  son.  El.  G.,  were  parties,  and  by  a  recovery  suffered  in  pursuance 
^^fi  the  estates  were  Umited  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife  fur  life,  re- 
^ndtrto  R.  O.,  the  son,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail,  remainder  to  J.  P.,  his  sister,  for  life, 
*^b  other  remainders  over.     The  husband  died  in  1819,  the  wife  in  1822,  and  R.  G.  in  1828  :— 
"^fi  that  inasmuch  as  the  estate  of  J.  F.  was  carved  out  of  the  estate  tail  of  R.  G.,  she  had  the  same 
^od  for  bringing  an  ejectment  in  respect  of  any  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  above  deeds,  as  he 
*ouldhaye  had  if  he  had  continued  alive;  \iz.  twenty  years  from  the  year  1822,  when  his  re- 
^^*^^  came  into  poaaession. 
i^^^ther  a  writing  amounts  to  an  acknowledgment  of  title,  within  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27| 
k^  question  for  the  Judge,  and  not  for  the  jury,  to  decide. 
^  ptrty  in  poaaession,  adversely,  of  land,  being  applied  to  by  the  party  claiming  title  td  it 
I  Hy  rent,  and  offered  a  lease  of  it,  wrote  as  follows : — "  Although,  if  matters  were  contested, 
1 1^^  opinion  that  I  should  eatabliah  a  legal  right  to  the  premises,  yet,  under  all  circumstances, 
'^l^iiiade  up  my  mind  to  accede  to  the  proposal  you  made  of  paying  a  moderate  rent,  on  an 
l^'^'^^t  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years."      The  bargain  subsequently  went  off,  and  no  rent 
,1,**  Nd  or  lease  executed : — Held,  that  this  letter  was  not  an  acknowledgment  of  title,  within 
'^8ft4WilL4,  c.27,8.14. 

^'OL.  VI.  X  M.  W. 
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Exek,  rf  puat,  Erie  Drax^  Esq.,  and  Jane  Frances,  his  wife,  two  of  i 
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lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to  some  fields  at  Morden,  in  U 

possession  of  the  defendant  as  tenant  to  a  Mr.  John  Kffi 

ter,  nnder  the  following  circumstances : — 

Bj  indenture  of  lease  and  release  and  settlement,  dated 

the  6th  and  7th  of  March,  1788,  being  the  settlemait 

made  on  the  marriage  of  Bichard  Erie  Draz  Grosvenorj 

Esq.,   (therein    called   Bichard  Grosrenor),  with  SanI 

Frances  his  wife,  then  Sarah  Frances  Drax,  the  danghtts 

and  heiress  of  Edward  Drax,  and  niece  of  Thomas  Ed 

Drax,  (who  was  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate  called  the  Morda 

estate,  including  the  manor  of  Morden,  as  heir  at  law  o 

Sir  Edward  Ernie,  Bart.),  the  said  estate  was  limited  to  tli 

use  of  the  said  Edward  Drax  for  life,  with  remainder  t 

the  use  of  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  wid 

remainder  to  the  use  of  the  sons  of  the  said  Edward  Dn: 

successiyely  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Sara) 

Frances  Drax  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserw 

with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sonio 

Sarah  Frances  Drax  successively  in  tail ;  with  divers  othfl 

remainders  over  which  did  not  take  effect,  the  ultimali 

reversion  being  limited  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Erie  Draxi 

fee.    Thomas  Erie  Drax  died  without  issue  in  1789,  leayisi 

Edward  Drax  his  next  brother  and  heir  at  law;  and  he  ah 

died  in  1791,  leaving  Sarah  Frances  Grosvenor  his  odj 

child.     By  indentures  of  settlement  of  the  22nd  and  28« 

of  May,  1818,  to  which  Bichard  Erie  Drax  Grosvenor  aitf 

Sarah  Frances  his  wife,  and  Bichard  Edward  ErleBitt 

Grosvenor,  their  only  son,  were  parties,  and  by  a  commfli 

recovery  suffered  in  pursuance  thereof,  the  same  catata 

were  limited  (subject  to  several  powers  of  appointmeot 

which  were  not  exercised)  to  the  use  of  Bichard  Erie  ft* 

Grosvenor  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  aaK 

Sarah  Frances  his  wife,  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  lb 

said  Bichard  Edward  Erie  Drax  Grosvenor  and  his  assign 

for  life;  with  remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail;  with  rem*'^ 
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der  to  the  use  of  Jane  Frances  Grosvenor^  his  sister,  (the  EtcK  of  PUat, 
lessor  of  the  phiintiff),  and  her  assigns  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  issue  in  tail,  with  other  remainders  over. 
lUchard  Erie  Drax  Grosvenor  died  in  July  1819,  and  Sarah 
Frances,  his  wife,  in  1822.     Richard  Edward  Erie  Drax 
Oiosvenor,  the  son,  died  in  18£8,  unmarried  and  a  lunatic, 
ksving  his  sister  Jane  Frances,  then  the  wife  of  Mr.  Drax, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  him  surviving. 

The  fields  in  question  were  inclosed  from  the  wastes  of 
the  manor  of  Morden  in  the  year  1794,  by  two  persons  of 
the  name  of  Serjeant  and  Smith ;  who,  in  1803,  sold  them 
to  a  Mr.  Wright,  of  Wareham.  Wright  occupied  them 
•bout  seven  years,  without  any  rent  being  paid  by  him  or 
demanded  in  respect  of  them.  In  1811,  he  let  them  to  a 
Hr.  Thomas  Bailey,  an  innkeeper  of  Wareham,  at  a  rent 
tf  3/.  is.  per  annum.  In  1814  Wright  became  a  bank- 
nipt,  and  in  April  of  that  year  a  sale  by  auction  was  adver- 
tised of  his  estates,  by  a  printed  particular,  in  which  these 
fidds  were  not  mentioned.  Mr.  Filliter,  an  attorney  at 
Wareham,  was  the  solicitor  to  the  assignees,  and  kept  all 
the  papers  belonging  to  the  bankruptcy.  In  July  1814, 
the  assignees  of  Wright  demanded  from  Bailey,  and  he 
Pwd  them,  a  half-year's  rent,  due  in  respect  of  the  fields 
^  question.  Thomas  Bailey  died  at  Christmas  1814,  and  his 
^  John  Bailey  succeeded  him  as  innkeeper.  John  Bailey 
attended  the  Court  Baron  of  Morden  manor  in  1814  and 
'815,  and  paid  a  quit  rent  of  2*.  6d.  in  respect  of  the  fields 
'^  question.  In  1815,  John  Bailey  paid  to  Filliter's  clerk 
a  Half-year's  rent  then  due  for  the  fields,  and  received  from 
hini  a  receipt  (in  Filliter's  handwriting)  as  follows  : — 

''  1815,  10th  April.     Memorandum  that  Mr.  John  Bai- 

^  has  this  day  paid  me  the  sum  of  IZ.  11^.  6rf.,  being 

"^  a  year's  rent  of  a  meadow  at  Northport,  belonging  to 

***.  Grofvenor,  and  due  Lady-day  last. 

"  For  Mr.  FiUiter, 

''  £1  11*.  ed.  ''  Thomas  Arnold,  jun.'' 

X  2 
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Exeh.  of  Pieoi,       At  that  period,  Bailey's  tenancy  terminated,  pnrsoant  to 

a  notice  to  quit  ^ven  by  the  assignees  of  Wright  to  his 
father,  in  September  1814.  No  direct  evidence  was  given 
as  to  the  subsequent  occupation  of  the  property,  until  the 
year  1832,  when,  Filliter  being  in  possession  of  it,  Mr. 
Shettle,  the  steward  of  the  manor,  applied  to  him  to  pay 
quit  rent  or  acknowledgment  in  respect  of  it.  Nothings  ^ 
however,  was  paid;  and  on  the  1st  of  May,  1834,  Shettl^^ 
wrote  to  Drax  as  follows : — 

"  Dear  Sir, — Mr.  Drax  is  desirous  of  knowing  your  d.^*^ 
termination  on  the  subject  on  which  I  have  already  seve^  ^ 
times  communicated  with  you,  relative  to  the  land  forme^-ij 
held  by  Mr,  Wright.  You  will  recollect  that  I  proposed  ^:>- 
the  part  of  Mr.  Drax,  that  you  should  continue  to  occuf^- 
the  lands  in  question  by  paying  a  moderate  rent,  and  ^< 
enter  into  an  agreement  for  holding  the  same, 
early  decisive  reply  will  oblige.    Yours  truly, 

"  Thomas  Shettle.'^ 

Filliter  replied  by  requesting  a  personal  conference 
the  subject,  which  being  declined,  he  wrote  as  follows: 

"  Wareham,  13th  May,  1884. 
"  Dear  Sir, — Before  I  can  well  give  the  required  repl; 
I  think  it  but  fair  and  reasonable  that  I  should  be 
quainted  with  the  amount  of  the  rent,  as  well  as  the 
intended  to  be  proposed — the  latter  I  believe  you  stated 
be  twenty-one  years.    I  remain,  &c. 

"  Mr.  Shettle,  &c.  "  George  Fillitee.'' 

To  this  letter  Mr.  Shettle  replied : — 

"Mapperton,  19th  May,  1834. 

'^  Dear  Sir — I  am  desired  by  Mr.  Drax  to  say  he 

at  present  fix  the  amount  of  the  rents  for  the  lands     ^ 

question,  but  he  expects  you  will  forthwith  give  the  r»pv 
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which  I  have  repeatedly  requested  of  you,  or  lie  will  place  Exeh.  rf  pietu, 

the  matter  in  the  hands  of  his  solicitor.  > 1 

"  I  am,  &c., 

"Thomas  Shbttlb." 

Mr,  Filliter  replied  by  the  following  letter : — 

"  Wareham,  24th  May,  1834. 
"  Dear  Sir — ^Although,  if  matters  were  contested,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  I  should  establish  a  legal  right  to  the  pre- 
mises, yet,  under  all  circumstances,  I  have  at  length  made 
up  my  mind  to  accede  to  the  proposal  you  made,  of  pay- 
mg  a  moderate  rent,  on  an  agreement  for  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years.  "  I  km,  &c., 

"  George  Filliter.'^ 

Nothing  further  passed  on  the  subject  until  1837,  when 
Shettle  called  on  Filliter  by  Mr.  Drax's  direction,  and 
offered  him  the  fields  on  lease  at  a  rent  which  he  declined 
^  pay,  whereupon  this  ejectment  was  brought,  in  Michael- 
Bias  Term  1838. 

At  the  trial,  it  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the 

^ght  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  was  barred 

^y  an  adverse  possession  of  upwards  of  twenty  years,  viz. 

^m  the  year  1815 ;  inasmuch  as  Mrs.  Drax^s  title  accrued 

'^der  the  deeds  of  1788,  modified  by  the  deeds  of  1818, 

*^d  therefore  the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run 

^SBinst  her  from  the  latter  period.     For  the  plaintiff  it 

^^^  insisted,  first,  that  her  right  of  action  accrued  in  1828, 

^^  the  death  of  her  brother,  the  preceding  tenant  for  life ; 

^^t,  at  all  events,  that  the  letter  of  Filliter  of  the  24th  of 

"^^^y,  1834,  amounted  to  a  suflScient  acknowledgment  in 

^^ting  of  the  title  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to  satisfy 

^^«  14th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.    The  learned 

'^ge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  letter  amounted 

^^  an  acknowledgment  of  title  or  not,  expressing  his  opin- 

^^n  that  it  did  not,  as  it  was  made  only  with  a  view  to  an 
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Ex€k.ofPiems,  arrangement  which  was  not  carried  into  effect.    Thejv 

found  for  the  defendant^  and  the  learned  Judge  therenp 
gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  hi 
in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Jud 
ought  to  have  decided  on  the  effect  of  the  letter^  and  tl 
it  amounted  to  an  acknowledgment  of  title;  or  in  c 
thej  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  adverse  possession  i 
not  begin  to  take  effect^  as  against  Mrs.  Drax's  interc 
until  a  period  within  twenty  years. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Erie  obtained  a  rule  nisi  i 
cordingly,  against  which 

Crowder  (with  whom  was  Bond)  now  shewed  cause. 
First,  there  was  in  this  case  a  sufficient  adverse  possess! 
of  twenty  years,  to  bar  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff.  At  1 
period  of  the  execution  of  the  deeds  of  1788,  Mrs.  Di 
was  not  in  esse,  and  could  take  only  under  the  gene 
limitation  to  the  issue  of  Sarah  Frances  Drax.  Betwe 
that  period  and  the  execution  of  the  deeds  of  1818,  vis. 
1815,  the  adverse  possession  of  Filliter  commenced.  M 
der  the  deeds  of  1818,  the  present  Mrs.  Drax  took  a  vest 
interest  for  life.  But  as  regarded  an  adverse  possess! 
before  begun,  the  giving  her  a  particular  estate  could  i 
change  the  nature  of  that  possession,  which  was  ahres 
running  against  the  parties  then  entitled.  In  1815  Bichi 
Erie  Drax  Grosvenor  was  entitled  to  the  possession, 
could  not  afterwards  change  the  nature  of  the  estate,  s 
thereby  make  a  longer  adverse  possession  than  twei 
years  necessary  to  satisfy  the  statute.  The  claim  of  1 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  is  altogether  referable  to  the  s 
tlement  of  1818.  Now,  if  things  had  remained  in  1 
same  situation,  without  the  execution  of  that  deed,  i 
parties  entitled  in  1815  would  clearly  have  been  bant 
could  they  then  vary  their  rights  by  afterwards  execnti 
that  deed?  No  doubt  the  title  in  possession  of  Ja 
Frances  Drax  commenced  in  1828  -,  but  she  takes  by  virt 
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ci  the  deed  of  1818;  and  when  her  title  was  so  created   -BxcA.  of  pieat, 
the  adverse  possession  had  begun  to  run.     [Parke,  B. — 
When  those  under  whom  the  defendant  claims  took  pos- 
seision,  the  limitations  of  the  deed  of  1788  were  in  force^ 
and  it  gave  a  remainder  in  tail  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  Sarah  Frances  Drax,  i.  e.  to  Richard  Edward  Erie  Drax 
Grofivenor.     Then^  in  1818^  he  converted  his  estate  tail 
into  a  fee,  and  out  of  that  carved  the  estate  of  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff.    Therefore,  independently  of  the  late  sta- 
tute, the  ejectment  would  have  been  in  time  within  twenty 
years  after  his  estate  in  remainder  came  into  possession^ 
^.  in  1822.]     Then  this  objection  arises :  that  the  lessor 
^f  the  plaintiff  claims  under  a  recovery  suffered  at  a  period 
^hen  the  land  was  held  adversely,  and  therefore  there  was 
xio  good  tenant  to  the  pra^ipe.     IRolfe,  B. — If  the  reco- 
^^Ty  did  not  operate  on  the  estate  tail,  then,  inasmuch  as 
Bichard  Edward  Erie  Drax  Grosvenor  is   dead  without 
^^ne,  Mrs.  Drax  takes  as  the  heir  at  law  of  Bichard  Erie 
I^rax,  under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  deed  of  1788, 
%d  then  her  possession  did  not  accrue  until  1828,  accord- 

• 

^1^  to  the  third  section  of  the  statute.]     The  effect  of  the 
recovery  would,  however,  probably  be  to  create  a  fee,  there 
leaving  been  no  adverse  act  previously  to  that  period :  then 
the  adverse  possession  continued  as  against  the  parties  en- 
titled by  the  creation  of  that  fee.     [Parke,  B. — But  the 
estate  for  life  is  created  out  of  the  preceding  estate  tail, 
therefore  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  the  same  time  for 
bringing  her  ejectment  as  the  tenant  in  tail  himself  had, 
^*  from  1822,  when  his  remainder  came  into  possession, 
^til  1842.]    The  estate  tail  was  destroyed  by  the  recovery. 
[Porke,  B. — "Ho ;  it  was  only  enlarged  into  a  fee,  out  of 
^hich  the  new  estate  tail  to  himself,  and  the  estate  of  the 
'^"•or  of  the  plaintiff,  are  carved.] 

^^ie  and  Cockbum,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the  Court, 

^^KE,  B. — It  is  clear  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had 
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Ejteh,  of  Pleat,  thc  same  time  to  bring  an  ejectment  as  the  tenant  in  tail 

1840  •  o  «/ 

himself  would  have  had  if  he  had  continued  alive.    The 
effect  of  the  deed  of  1818  and  of  the  recoTciy  was,  to  bar 
all  remainders  over,  and  to  create  new  estates  out  of  Ui 
estate  tail:   therefore  the  parties  who  take  such  estates 
have  the  same  time  that  he  had,  viz.  twenty  years  from 
1822.     With  respect  to  the  other  point,   although  it  is 
unnecessary  to  decide  it,  it  is  clear  that  the  effect  of  the 
acknowledgment  is  a  question  for  the  Judge  (a).    Her^ 
however,  the  learned  Judge  was  quite  right  in  the  opinion 
he  expressed,  that  it  was  no  acknowledgment  of  title,  he- 
cause  there  was  no  final  bargain. 

Alderson,  B. — The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  juiy 
with  an  expression  of  an  opinion  which  we  think  right, 
and  the  jury  found  according  to  that  opinion. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  MorreU  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  W.402. 


LucET  V.  Inokam. 


v^ASE. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before 
and  at  the  time,  &c.,  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain 


Case  against 
the  owner  of  a 
vessel,  for  an 
injury  done  by 

her  in  running  foul  of  the  plaintiff's  barge.  Plea,  that  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  the  nstel  v*> 
being  conducied,  and  was  navigating  the  river  Thames,  under  the  conduct  of  a  licensed  pilot  ii 
charge  of  the  vessel,  under  and  im  purtuanee  of  the  proouonM  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  e.  125,  and  tbit^^ 
damage  happened  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  default,  incompetency,  and  incapacity  of  such  f^ 
Replication,  that  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  vessel  had,  on  completing  a  voyage  from  Ib^ 
been  brought  by  a  licensed  pilot  into  the  St.  Katherine's  Dock,  and  that  having  there  dischsrT* 
her  cargo,  was,  just  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c ,  being  removed,  and  in  theconrKof  **" 
moval,  tur  the  purpose  of  going  out  of  that  dock  to  a  certain  dry  dock  in  the  port  of  London  M 
be  repaired,  and  that  the  said  vessel  was  not,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  otherwise  navigating^ 
passing  upon  the  said  river  Thames. 

Heldf  first,  that  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  replication  brought  the  case  within  the  tt- 
ception  in  the  63rd  section  of  the  act,  and  that  the  owner  was  not  bound  to  employ  a  pilat 

Secondly,  that  the  words  "  wanting  a  pilot,"  in  the  72nd  section,  are  not  to  be  confi"^ 
to  such  vessels  as  are,  by  the  provisions  of  the  act,  hound  to  take  a  pilot,  but  are  to  be  contf'*^ 
as  applying  to  any  vessel,  the  master  or  owner  of  which  thinks  fit  to  require  one. 

Thirdly,  that  inasmuch  as  under  the  72nd  section  the  pilot  could  not  lawfully  i*^"*^ 
go  un  board  and  take  charge  of  any  vessel  wanting  a  pilot  when  required  by  the  owner  so  to  Mi 
he  must  be  considered,  when  so  required  and  employed,  as  acting  under  some  of  the  pronsi^''* 
of  the  act,  and  nut  as  the  private  servant  of  the  owner,  and  therefore  that  the  owner  wu  f** 
tected  by  the  55th  section  of  the  act  from  his  prim&  facie  liability  in  respect  of  the  ii^ary  e*^* 
•lontd  by  the  act  of  the  pilot,  whilst  he  was  so  employed  by  the  owner. 


HILARY   TERKy   3  VICT.  80ft 

lighter,  of  great  value,  &c.,  then  lawfiilly  being  Bxeh.  of  pieag, 
ar  Thames,  and  the  defendant  was  also  possessed    ^    ^'    . 
n  ship  or  vessel  in  the  river  aforesaid,  and  then        Lucbt 
ore,  direction,  and  management  of  the  same;  yet      Inoram. 
lant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  whilst 
Eurge,  and  also  the  said  ship,  were  so  respectively 
I  river,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  took  so  little  and  such  bad 
)  said  ship,  and  governed  and  navigated  the  same 
ilful,  negligent,  careless,  and  improper  a  man- 
;he  same,  by  and  through  the  negligence,  &c.,  of 
dant  in  that  behalf,  then  with  great  force  and 
an  foul  of  and  struck  the  said  barge  of  the  said 
md  thereby  then  and  there  greatly  broke,  da* 
d  injured  the  same,  &c. 

declaration  the  defendant,  after  setting  forth  an 
nt  by  the  Corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  pur* 
le  stat.  6  Oeo.  4,  of  one  John  Gilbert  to  act  as 
veen  London  Bridge  and  Gravesend,  pleaded  that 
ip  or  vessel,  the  defendant  then  being  the  owner 
is  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  sup* 
eance,  being  conducted,  and  was  navigating  and 
on  the  river  Thames  aforesaid,  within  the  limits 
m  the  said  license  mentioned,  to  wit,  between 
ridge  aforesaid  and  Gravesend  aforesaid,  imder 
ct  of  the  said  John  Gilbert,  as  such  pilot  as 
that  the  said  ship  or  vessel  then  was  imder  the 
;he  said  John  Gilbert,  and  he  was  then  acting  in 
3reof,  as  such  pilot  as  aforesaid,  under  and  in 
of  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute,  the  said 
ert  then  being  duly  qualified  as  such  pilot  as 
:o  have  the  charge  thereof.  And  the  defendant 
rs,  that  the  said  loss  and  damage  in  the  said  de- 
lentioned,  happened  to  the  plaintiff  from  and  by 
I  means  of  the  neglect,  default,  incompetency, 
acity  of  the  said  John  Gilbert,  so  acting  in 
;he  said  ship  or  vessel  as  aforesaid. — ^Verification. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,      To  this  plea  the  plaintiiF  replied^  that  before  the  said 

time   when  &c.,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  tbe 
said  ship  or  vessel  of  the  defendant  had  been  and  wn 
brought  into  the  port  of  London,  to  wit,  into  a  oertaia 
dock  called  St.  Katherine's  Dock,  in  the  said  port,  by  a 
pilot  duly  licensed  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  in  the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the  said 
ship  or  vessel,  upon  the  same  being  so  brought  into  tiie 
said  port,  completed  a  certain  voyage,  to  wit,  a  voyags 
from  India  with  cargo,  and  that  the  said  ship  therenpoOi 
and  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  discharged  the  slid 
cargo,  and  remained  and  continued  in  the  said  dock,  fron 
thence  until  the  removal  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  tfao^ 
from,  as  hereinafter  mentioned.    And  the  plaintiff  in  fiui 
further  saith,  that  just  before  and  at  the  said  time  whea 
&c.,  the  said  ship  or  vessel  of  the  defendant  was  being  is- 
moved,  and  was  in  the  course  of  removal  in  the  said  porii 
for  the  purpose  of  going  out  of  the  said  dock,  to  wit,  mvt' 
der  that  the  same  ship  or  vessel  might  be  taken  to  a  con- 
tain dry  dock,  within  the  said  port  of  London,  to  be  re- 
paired.    And  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that  the  said  1I19 
or  vessel  was  not  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  navigating  tf 
passing  upon  the  said  river  Thames,  within  the  limits  ia 
the  said  last  plea  mentioned,  otherwise  than  as  ia  heroBr 
before  mentioned. — Verification. 
Special  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Platt^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  questioD  i% 
whether  the  fact  of  the  ship  being  in  the  charge  d  * 
Ucensed  pilot  brings  the  defendant,  the  owner  of  tbe 
ship,  within  the  protection  of  the  65th  section  of  ft* 
last  Pilot  Act,  6  G^o.  4,  c.  125;  by  which  it  is  enactedi 
''  that  no  owner  or  master  of  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  k 
answerable  for  any  loss  or  damage  which  shall  luqppea  ^ 
any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  from  or  by  reason  ^ 
means  of  any  neglect,  default,  incompetency,  or  incapad^ 
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rftty  Kcen-ed  pflot,  acting  in  the  charge  of  any  «uch  »hip  ^\^'^ 
OTTesiel,  imder  or  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
Ail  tcL"  This  depends  upon  whether,  under  the  circum- 
itmces  stated  in  the  replication,  the  pilot  was  in  charge  of 
ttk  ship,  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act ; 
Old  it  is  submitted  that  he  was  so  in  chai^,  and  that  the 
defendant  is  exempted  from  liability.  The  second  section 
ef  (he  statute  provides,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  cor- 
poiition  of  the  Trinity  House  of  Deptford  Stroud,  to 
ippmnt  competent  persons  duly  skilled  to  act  as  pilots, 
farihe  purpose  of  conducting  all  ships  and  vessels  sailing, 
ungating,  and  passing  as  weU  up  and  down,  or  upon  the 
riien  Thames  and  Med  way,  and  all  and  every  the  several 
dmmelB,  creeks,  and  docks  thereof  or  therein,  or  lead- 
ing or  adjoining  thereto,  between  Orfordness  and  London 
Bridge,  as  also  from  London  Bridge  to  the  Downs,  &c. 
fe^tnd  that  all  ships  and  vessels,  sailing,  navigating,  and 
fiiBng  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  conducted  and  piloted  within 
fte  fimits  aforesaid,  by  such  pilots  so  to  be  appointed  and 
leased,  and  by  no  other  pUots  or  persons  whomsoever. 
Aen  the  25th  section  provides,  that  the  rates  mentioned 
^  the  tables  marked  A.  and  B.,  in  the  schedule  thereto 
iiuiexed,  shall  be  the  rates  or  prices  demanded  and  re- 
moved by  any  such  pilot :  and  in  schedule  A.  the  rates  are 
^hirged  ftoia  particular  points  to  other  points  within  the 
fimits,  regulating  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  each  distance, 
^coQrding  to  the  vessel's  draught  of  water,  and  for  interme- 
$ite  distances  a  proportionate  rate  is  to  be  paid.  There 
i>  ibo  a  scale  of  charges  for  removing  a  ship  or  vessel 
^^  her  mooring  into  a  dry  or  wet  dock,  according  to  the 
^OQQsge.  Then,  in  the  63rd  section,  is  this  proviso,  which 
IS  important:  ''  that  when  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  have  been 
^^moght  into  any  port  or  ports  in  England,  by  any  pilot 
^oly  licensed,  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend 
^  be  construed  to  extend  to  subject  to  any  penalty  the 
'^'^sker  or  mate,  or  otherperson,  belonging  to  such  ship  or 
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Etch,  qf  Pleas,  vesscI^  and  having  the  command  thereof,  or  if  in  ballas^ 

any  person  or  persons  appointed  by  any  owner^  or  master, 
or  agent  of  the  owner  thereof,  for  afterwards  removing  watk 
ship  or  vessel  in  such  port  or  ports,  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
tering into  or  going  out  of  any  dock,  or  for  changing  tb 
moorings  of  such  ship  or  vessel/^  The  object  of  that  dsuie 
is  to  provide  for  cases  where  vessels,  in  consequence  of  the 
dock  being  full,  are  obliged  to  remain  outside  at  mooiingi 
assigned  for  them,  until  there  is  room  for  them  to  come  into 
dock,  and  then  they  are  warped  in  without  any  pilot  beiog 
employed ;  and  it  was  also  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where 
the  vessel,  after  discharging  her  cargo,  leaves  the  dod^ 
when,  in  case  of  the  export  dock  being  full,  the  vessel  k 
put  into  the  tier  in  the  river.  That  would  be  only  a 
change  of  moorings,  and  the  object  of  the  act  was  to  pufr* 
tect  the  owner  from  liability  to  a  penalty  for  not  emid0f- 
ing  a  pilot  on  such  occasions  only.  But  it  is  not  copqie-. 
tent  for  the  owner  to  navigate  the  ship  within  the  pre- 
scribed limits,  without  putting  her  in  charge  of  a  licensed 
pilot.  The  aDegation  in  the  replication  here  is,  *'  that  the 
said  ship  or  vessel  of  the  defendant  was  in  the  coone  of 
removal  in  the  said  port,  for  the  purpose  of  going  out  (£ 
the  said  dock,  to  wit,  in  order  that  the  same  ship  or  vesid 
might  be  taken  to  a  dry  dock,  within  the  said  port  of  Lon- 
don, to  be  repaired.''  But  such  a  removal  is  not  neoein^ 
rily  a  mere  change  of  moorings,  as  contemplated  bj  tbe  ' 
63rd  section,  but  may  comprehend  a  navigation  of  theiUp 
on  the  river,  within  the  limits  of  the  port,  from  one  dod^ 
to  another,  for  the  distance  of  some  miles,  for  the  puipoid 
of  taking  her  to  a  dry  dock  to  be  repaired.  But  evened 
suming  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  employ  ^ 
pilot,  still,  under  the  72nd  section,  a  pilot  cannot  refiue  to 
take  charge  of  any  vessel  if  required  so  to  do,  and  if  hedoe^ 
so,  then  he  must  be  considered  as  being  in  chai^  of  th^. 
vessel  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  Tb0^ 
section  enacts,  "  that  every  pilot  licensed  as  aforesaid,  wlaO 
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ibDy  when  not  actually  engaged  in  his  capacity  of  pilots  Exek.  rf  PUas, 

nbte  or  decline,  or  wilfoUy  delay  to  go  off  to,  or  on  board 

^  or  to  take  charge  of,  any  ship  or  vessel  wanting  a  pilot, 

nd  within  the  limits  specified  in  his  license,  upon  the  usual 

■glial  for  a  pilot  being  displayed  from  such  ship  or  Tcssel, 

V  upon  being  required  so  to  do  by  the  captain,  or  by  the 

■aster  or  other  person  having  the  command  of  such  ship, 

ke^  unless  it  shall  be  unsafe  for  such  pilot  to  obey  such 

ignal  or  comply  with  such  requisition,  or  he  shall  be  pre- 

mted  firom  so  doing  by  illness  or  other  sufficient  cause, 

lUl  forfeit  for  every  such  offence  any  sum  not  exceeding 

£100,  nor  less  than  £10,  and  shall  be  liable  to  be  disnussed 

kan  being  a  pilot,  or  suspended  from  acting  as  such/^ 

Now,  according  to  that  section,  a  pilot  cannot  refuse  to 

Idee  charge  of  a  vessel,  without  subjecting  himself  to  the 

fmalties  of  the  act,  and  when  he  does  so  take  charge  of 

it  vessel,  the  public  have  the  protection  which  the  law 

OBtemplated,  and  the  owners  are  not  liable.     The  pilot 

W  duly  qualified  to  take  charge  of  this  vessel  in  her  pas- 

'■ge  firom  the  St.  Eatherine's  Dock  to  the  dry  dock,  for 

tte  purpose  of  repair ;  and  having  taken  charge  of  her,  he 

^  acting  in  the  charge  of  the  vessel,  in  pursuance  of  the 

frarisions  of  the  act. — He  cited  Huggett  v.  Montgomery  (a), 

hmocher  v.  Noidstrom  (6),  Nicholson  v.  Mounsey  (c).  At- 

kney-General  v.  Case  {d),   Carrttthers  v.  Sydebotham  (e) 

Bamet  v.  MoUa  {/),  Ritchie  v.  Bowsfield  {g),  and  M'Intosh 

f.  Blade  {h). 

Erie,  contra. — ^The  replication  is  good,  and  the  facts 
■Uted  in  it  bring  the  case  within  the  63rd  section  of  the 
ict  K  so,  it  was  optional  in  the  owner  to  take  a  pilot  on 
Wrd;  and  if  he  took  one  voluntarily,  then  the  pilot  must 

(t)  2  N.  R.  446.  (e)  4  M.  &  Selw.  77. 

W  1  Taunt.  568.  (/)  7  Taunt.  258. 

(e)  15  East,  384.  (g)  Id.  309. 

(4  3 Priee^  302.  {h)  6B.&C.  662;  9D.&R.738. 
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Bxeh.  iff  Pieoi,  be  Considered  as  a  mere  servant  of  the  owners^  and  ihqr 

are  responsible  for  his  negligence.    In  order  to  exiempt 
himself  from  liability^  and  to  bring  himself  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  55th  section^  the  owner  is  bound  to  shev 
that  he  was  compellable  by  law  to  employ  a  pilot.    IT/ii- 
tosh  y.  SlcLde  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
The  judgment  there  proceeds  upon  the  principle,  that  if  it 
be  optional  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  employ  a  pilot,  ind 
he  does  so,  he  is  not  exempted  from  liability  by  so  doing. 
Now  here  the  facts  stated  in  this  replication  shew  that  the 
ship  had  arrived  at  her  destination,  that  her  voyage  wn 
at  an  end,  and  that  the  removal  was  merely  from  one  doel 
to  another,  which  brings  the  case  within  the  63rd  section; 
the  owner  was  therefore  not  bound  to  take  a  pilot    Li 
Mcintosh  V.  Slade,  Bayley^  J.  says,  *'  There  was  no  qoettkn 
but  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the  neglect  or  d»* 
fault  of  the  pilot ;  so  that  the  owners  were  clearly  enttded 
to  an  acquittal  under  the  55th  section  of  that  act,  if,  under 
the  circumstances,  it  was  necessary  that  the  brig  should 
have  a  pilot  on  board  at  the  time :  but  it  was  insisted,  tint 
the  protection  under  section  55  extended  to  no  case  wkie 
the  ship  was  under  no  obligation  to  have  a  pilot  on  boiri; 
and  it  was  contended,  that  at  the  time  this  injury  wii 
done,  this  brig  was  under  no  such  obligation.     It  is  npon 
this  latter  point  our  opinion  is  founded ;  and  we  have  hid 
the  benefit  of  conferring  with  Lord  Thiterden  upon  tlie 
subject.^'    It  was  there  held,  that  the  owners  were  boond 
to  have  a  pilot  on  board,  as  the  voyage  was  not  at  an  end. 
But  here  the  voyage  was  at  an  end,  and  the  owner  was  under 
no  obligation  to  take  a  pilot  to  remove  the  ship  from  on^ 
dock  to  another  for  the  purposes  of  repair.     [Parke,  3» — 
Suppose  it  be  optional  in  the  owners  to  take  a  pilot  or  ik^ 
still  the  pilot  is  bound,  by  the  72nd  section,  to  take  charge 
of  a  vessel  when  required ;  and  then  the  question  i% 
whether  the  owner  is  not  protected  by  the  55th  sed3flit>J 
In  M'Intosh  v.  Slade,  that  point  was  before  t^e  C0111I9  ^ 


HILARY   TEEM^   3  VICT.  809 

it  was  not  then  decided;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  antho-  Exek.  of  pims, 

rity,  the  Conrt  will  incline  to  promote  the  public  conve- 

nienoe,  and  that  will  best  be  done  by  deciding  in  faTOur 

of  the  personal  responsibility  of  the  owners^  which  will 

prevent  them  from  running  improper  risks^  to  the  danger 

ud  injury  of  the  public. 

Plait,  in  reply. — If  the  obligation  of  the  master  to  take 
t  pilot  on  board  is  to  be  the  test^  the  55th  section  of  the 
act,  as  applied  to  many  of  its  provisions^  would  be  of  no 
ue  or  avail  whatever.  By  the  60th  section  it  is  enacted^ 
dot  it  shall  be  lawful  for  his  Majesty,  by  an  Order  in 
Cooncily  to  permit  and  authorize  ships  and  vessels,  not  ex- 
ceeding the  burthen  of  sixty  tons,  and  not  having  a  British 
legitter,  to  be  piloted  and  conducted  without  having  a 
inljr  licensed  pilot  on  board.  Now,  supposing  a  ship, 
kring  the  permission  there  mentioned  to  exclude  a  li- 
Mued  pilot,  comes  within  the  limits  of  the  port,  and  for 
die  lafety  of  the  cargo  takes  a  licensed  pilot  on  board  not- 
viihttanding,  is  the  owner  to  be  held  liable,  because  he 
lad  the  choice  whether  he  would  employ  one  or  not  ?  The 
nae  argument  applies  to  the  61st  section.  It  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  dSth  section  does  not  apply  only  to  cases 
^riiere  the  master  is  obliged  to  employ  the  pilot,  but  to  all 
(Mes  where  a  pilot  is  employed,  and  takes  charge  of  a  ves- 
id  wiAin  the  limits  mentioned  in  the  2nd  section  of  the 
^  If  the  act  be  not  so  construed,  it  will  lead  to  great 
mortice  and  inconvenience. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

%e  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

^AiKE^  B. — ^This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
^  'eooTer  damages  for  an  injury  sustained  by  him,  in  con* 
*^9^ce  of  a  ship  of  the  defendant  having  run  foul  of  the 
Stiff's  bai^,  in  the  river  Thames,  between  London  and 
legend.  The  defendant  pleaded,  that  at  the  time  when 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  accident  occiirred^  his  ship  was  nayigating  and  ptBriK 

on  the  river  Thames,  under  the  conduct  of  a  licensed  pila 
who  then  had  the  charge  of  the  ship  as  such  pilot,  undi 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Pilot  Act,  an 
that  the  damage  was  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  di 
fault  and  incapacity  of  such  pilot,  so  ^ting  in  charge  i 
the  ship. 

The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  previously  to  the  accident  tb 
defendant's  ship  had,  on  completing  a  voyage  from  Indn 
been  brought  by  a  licensed  pilot  into  the  St.  Katheriiui^ 
dock,  and  having  there  discharged  her  cargo,  was,  at  fli 
time  of  the  accident,  in  the  act  of  being  removed  from  fli 
St.  Eatherine's  dock  to  a  certain  dry  dock  in  the  poitfl 
London,  for  the  purpose  of  being  there  repaired ;  and  wi 
not  otherwise  navigating  or  passing  on  the  river  Thama. 

To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred,  and  (h 
question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  is,  whether,  aooori 
ing  to  the  facts  on  this  record,  the  defendant  is  relieio 
from  his  prim&  facie  liability  to  answer  to  the  plaintiff  i 
damages  for  the  injury  occasioned  by  the  neglect  of  A 
person  who  had,  in  fact,  the  charge  of  his  ship. 

This  depends  entirely  upon  the  construction  of  the  ki 
Pilot  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125.  By  the  2nd  section  of  tk 
statute  it  is  provided,  that  all  ships  navigating  and  pasnn 
on  the  river  Thames  (except  as  thereinafter  providsc 
shall  be  conducted  and  piloted,  within  certain  limits  tha 
specified,  including  the  limits  between  London  Bridge  id 
Gravesend,  by  pilots  appointed  and  licensed  for  that  pv 
pose  by  the  Corporation  of  the  Trinity  House,  and  hy  9 
other  person  whatsoever;  and  penalties  are  imposed  b, 
the  act  on  persons,  who,  not  being  licensed  pilots,  taio 
chiurge  of  any  ship  within  the  Umits  in  question.  1* 
55th  section  enacts,  that  no  owner  of  any  ship  shall  h 
answerable  for  any  damage  which  shall  happen  to  any  Jtt 
son  by  reason  of  the  neglect  or  incapacity  of  any  liceuBi 
pilot,  acting  in  the  charge  of  such  ship  under  any  of  th 
provisions  of  that  act. 
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The  63rd  section  provides,  "  that  when  any  ship  shaU  -ExcA.  of  PUas, 

have  been  brought  into  any  port  by  any  licensed  pilot, 

nothing  in  the  act  contained  shall  subject  to  any  penalty 

the  master,  or  person  having  the  command  of  such  ship, 

for  afterwards  removing  her  in  such  port  for  the  purpose 

of  entering  into  or  going  out  of  any  dock,  or  for  changing 

ber  moorings/' 

The  72nd  section  enacts,  '^  that  every  licensed  pilot 
wIk)  shall,  without  lawful  excuse,  refuse  to  take  charge  of 
any  ship  wanting  a  pilot,  upon  being  required  so  to 
do  by  the  master,  or  any  person  having  the  command 
thereof,  or  being  interested  therein,  shall  for  every  offence 
firfeit  100//' 

Under  the  55th  section  of  the  act,  the  defendant  is 
clearly  exempted  from  all  liability  to  the  plaintiff,  if,  at 
tke  time  of  the  accident,  the  pilot  was,  according  to  the 
vrerment  in  the  plea,  in  charge  of  the  ship  in  pursuance 
of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  dispute  that  the  pilot  was  in  fact 
in  charge  of  the  ship,  but  he  says,  by  his  replication,  what 
amounts  to  this — that,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  the 
*hip  was  in  circumstances  in  which  the  act  has  not  made 
^  pilot  necessary;  and,  consequently,  that  the  pilot  was 
^  in  charge  of  the  ship  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of 
^  act,  but  could  only  be  considered  as  the  private  servant 
<rf  the  owner. 

If  the  replication  does  shew  that  the  employment  of  the 

plot  was  indeed  mere  matter  of  private  arrangement  be- 

^een  the  parties,  that  the  owner  was  not  bound  to 

^ploy  a  pilot,  and  that  the  pilot  might  lawfully  have 

^'^^ed  to  take  charge  of  the  ship  when  called  on  by  the 

^er,  then  the  argument  of  the  plaintiff  might  be  well 

^^ded.    But  if,  under  the  circumstances,  the  owner  was 

^*^Uid  to  employ  a  pilot,  or  if  the  pilot,  when  caDed  on  by 

^  owner,  was  boimd  to  take  charge  of  the  ship,  then  we 

^^^  that  he  would  be  acting  under  and  in  pursuance 

^OL.  VI,  Y  M.  w. 
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Exch.  €f  Pleas,  of  Some  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  that  the  own 

is  entitled  to  the  indemnity  given  bj  the  55th  section. 

It  is  clear  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  owner  need  n 
have  employed  a  pilot  at  all.  The  ship  is  stated  in  the  repl 
cation  to  have  been  merely  in  the  act  of  being  removi 
from  the  St.  Katherine^s  Dock,  where  she  had  dischargi 
her  cargo,  to  a  repairing  dock,  which  brings  the  case  jx 
cisely  within  the  exception  in  the  63rd  section. 

But  we  think  that,  under  the  72nd  section,  the  pil 
was  bound,  when  called  on,  to  take  charge  of  the  ship,  fl 
the  purpose  of  removing  her  to  the  dry  dock,  and,  cons 
quently,  that  he  was  in  charge  of  the  ship  und^  the  pn 
visions  of  the  act. 

That  section  requires  any  pilot,  not  having  a  lawfi 
excuse,  to  take  charge  of  any  ship  wanting  a  pUot,  wbc 
called  on  by  the  master  or  owner  so  to  do ;  and  the  qiie 
tion  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  words,  anjf  Mp  mm 
ing  a  pilot  ?  If  they  mean  any  ship  being  bound  by  il 
provisions  of  the  act  to  take  a  pilot,  then,  inasmuch  as  tl 
owner  or  master  was  certainly  not  bound,  under  the  ci 
cumstances  appearing  on  this  record,  to  take  a  pilot,  tl 
72nd  section  would  not  apply.  But  we  think  this  is  n 
the  true  meaning  of  these  words,  and  that  they  must  ' 
construed  to  mean  any  ship  the  master  or  owner  of  wh» 
thinks  fit  to  require  a  pilot. 

Had  the  act  contained  no  other  exemption  from  the  d 
ligation  to  take  a  pilot,  except  that  contained  in  the  6Si 
section,  there  might  have  been  no  great  difSculty  in  hcd^ 
ing  that  the  words  wanting  a  pilots  in  the  72nd  sectioD 
meant  ybr  which  a  pilot  is  necessary  under  theprovisimii  i 
the  act,  the  effect  of  which  construction  would  be  to  mib 
the  obligation  on  the  master  to  take  a  pilot,  and  the  ohK* 
gation  of  the  pilot  to  serve,  co-extensive. 

But,  in  looking  to  the  act,  it  appears  there  are  other  f07 
extensive  classes  of  cases,  in  which  the  masters  of  ships  tf* 
exempted  from  penalties  for  not  taking  a  pilot,  but  in  wlii^' 
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neviratheless,  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  the  le^slature  Bxeh.  of  Pieat, 

did  not  mean  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  pilot  to  serve  if 

called  on. 
It  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  section  59,  by  which  *'  all 

British  registered  ships  coming  from  the  Baltic  or  North 
Ses  by  the  North  Channel,  all  ships  laden  with  stone  coming 
from  Gnemsey  or  Jersey/^  and  many  others,  are  exempted 
from  penalties  for  not  taking  a  pilot. 

So  also,  by  section  62,  masters  of  vessels  residing  at 
Dover,  and  being  also  part-owners,  are  exempted  from  the 
necessity  of  taking  a  pilot. 

Could  the  legislature  possibly  have  meant,  that  if  the 
master  of  a  trading  vessel  from  Archangel,  or  of  a  ship 
isden  with  stone  from  Jersey,  should,  on  arriving  within 
the  prescribed  limits,  have  need  of,  and  make  a  signal  for  a 
p3ot,  (see  section  19),  that  a  licensed  pilot  should  be  at 
I3)erty  to  decline  to  take  her  in  charge,  on  the  ground 
^  she  was  not  a  ship  wanting  a  pilot  ?  It  is  moreover 
dear,  that  the  72nd  section  in  terms  imposes  on  the  pilot 
^  duty  of  taking  in  chaise  any  ship  of  her  Majesty, 
^^  required  by  the  officer  in  command  so  to  do,  and  yet 
^  86th  section  expressly  enacts,  that  no  ship  belonging 
^  ber  Majesty  shall  be  bound  to  take  a  pilot ;  from  all 
vhicJi  it  is  obvious,  that  the  words,  ''  wanting  a  pilot,^' 
^>iuiot  be  confined  to  the  ships  for  which  the  statute 
iiudbes  a  pilot  necessary.  The  correctness  of  this  view  of 
^ease  is  further  confirmed  by  the  25th  section  of  the 
^  and  the  schedules  to  which  it  refers,  the  effect  of  which 
^  to  fix  the  particular  sum  to  be  demanded  by  a  pilot, 
^ben  engaged  in  this  very  duty  of  removing  a  ship  into 
^  diy  or  wet  dock ;  and  it  is  not  probable  that  the  legisla- 
^  would  have  fixed  the  rate  of  payment,  if  the  service 
'^'^dered  by  the  pilot  was  mere  matter  of  private  contract, 
*^  that  which  he  might,  if  he  had  thought  fit,  have  de- 
*^ed  to  perform. 
Supposing  it,  then,  to  be  established,  as  we  think  it  is. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  that  the  pilots  when  called  on  by  the  owner,  was  bonnd  1 

take  charge  of  the  ship,  for  the  purpose  of  removing  hi 
from  the  St.  Katherine's  Dock  to  the  dry  dock,  and  that  1 
was  bound  to  perform  this  service  at  the  rate  of  paymei 
fixed  by  the  act,  we  think  he  certainly  teas  acting  m  ti 
charge  of  the  ship^n.  pursuance  of  some  of  the  provisioi 
of  the  act,  namely,  the  provisions  contained  in  section  7! 
which  obliged  him  to  take  the  ship  in  charge  when  n 
quired  so  to  do,  and  the  provisions  contained  in  sectk 
25,  and  the  schedules  which  precluded  him  from  chaigin 
above  a  certain  sum  for  his  services.  And  as  the  55t 
section  exempts  the  owner  frt>m  responsibility  in  respect  i 
accidents  happening  by  reason  of  the  default  of  any  pib 
acting  under  or  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  II 
act,  we  think  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  answer  to  ih 
plaintiff  for  the  injury  he  has  sustained. 

In  coming  to  this  conclusion,  we  do  not  impugn  any  ( 
the  previous  decisions. 

In  Mcintosh  v.  Slade  (a),  the  ship  having  put  into  O. 
London  docks,  but  not  having  broken  bulk  there,  ws 
afterwards  removed  under  charge  of  a  pilot  to  a  qus 
higher  up  the  river,  for  the  purpose  of  there  dischargii 
her  cargo,  and  while  she  was  in  the  act  of  being  so  x 
moved,  the  accident  occurred  through  the  default  of  til 
pilot.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  there  contendc 
first,  that  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  mast 
was  not  bound  to  take  a  pilot;  and,  secondly,  that  as  < 
was  not  bound  to  do  so,  he  could  not,  by  voluntarily  doii 
what  he  need  not  have  done,  bring  himself  within  the  pr 
tectionof  the  55th  section.  The  Court  decided,  that  undi 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  the  master  was  bound  i 
take  a  pilot,  so  that  the  other  question  did  not  arise. 

We  do  not  advert  particularly  to  the  other  cases  Git0 
at  the  bar;  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  they  are  none  o 
them  inconsistent   with  our  decision  in  this  case.   *^ 


(a)  6  B.  &  C.  657. 


^ 
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may,  indeed,  be  admitted,  that  in  many  of  the  cases,  Exeh.  of  Pleat. 
the  Judges,  in  giving  their  judgments,  refer  to  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  master  to  take  a  j^ilot,  as  the  ground  on  which 
his  irresponsibility  is  founded;  and  no  doubt  that  is  the 
foondation,  and  probably  the  only  foundation,  on  which  it 
can  rest  independently  of  the  statutes ;  but  the  language  of 
the  exempting  clause  in  the  last  Pilot  Act  certainly  carries 
the  doctrine  further,  and  it  may  well  be  conceived  that  this 
extension  of  the  common  law  doctrine  was  not  accidental. 
Vat  intentional.     The  object  of  the  legislature  in  esta- 
blishing pilots,  has  been  to  secure,  as  far  as  possible,  pro- 
tection to  life  and  property,  by  supplying  a  class  of  men 
better  qualified  than  ordinary  mariners  to  take  charge  of 
ships  in  places  where,*  from  local  causes,  navigation  is 
(Attended  with  more  than  common  difficulty.    To  effect 
this  object,  it  has  in  general  been  made  the  duty  of  the 
Bwrter  of  every  ship,  on  arriving  at  any  of  the  places  in 
<Iuestion,  to  take  a  pilot  on  board,  and  to  give  up  to  him 
the  navigation  of  the  vessel.     The  master,  however  well 
qualified  to  conduct  the  ship  himself,  is  bound  under  a 
penalty  in  a  great  measure  to  divest  himself  of  its  control, 
^  to  give  up  the  charge  to  the  pilot.    As  a  necessary 
^^onseqnence,  the  master  and  owners  are  exempted  from 
'^nsibility  for  acts  resulting  from  the  mismanagement 
rfthe  pilot.    But  the  legislature  has  considered  that  there 
^7  be  some  classes  of  cases,  in  which  the  presumption  of 
^^  competency  on  the  part  of  the  master  is  so  great,  as  to 
^e  it  safe  to  relieve  him  from  the  obligation  of  taking  a 
P^ot,  if  he  chooses  to  navigate  for  himself;  still,  however, 
^^ing  it  the  duty  of  the  pilot  to  serve,  if  required  so  to 
^^>   and  in  most  of  such  excepted  cases  preventing  the 
^^ter  from  employing  any  person  other  than  a  licensed 
P»otj  if  he  does  not  undertake  the  navigation  himself. 
*^^  language  in  which  the  legislature  has  exempted  mas- 
^f%  or  owners  from  responsibility  on  account  of  accidents 
^'^ng  from  the  fault  of  the  pilot,  is  certainly  compre- 
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Ejcch.  of  Pleas,  bensive  enough  to  embrace  these  latter  cases^  as  well  a» 

those  in  which  the  taking  a  pilot  has  been  made  matter  of 
absolute  obligation ;  and  it  may  have  been  considered  de- 
sirable to  give  this  more  extended  exemption,  as  an  induce* 
ment  to  take  a  pilot,  even  in  cases  where  such  a  course 
might,  perhaps,  be  safely  dispensed  with.  It  is  alwaya  the 
interest  of  the  public,  that  the  ship  should  be  under  the 
control  of  a  pilot,  because  the  legislature  has  taken  what 
it  considers  due  security  for  his  competency;  and  there- 
fore, even  where  taking  a  pilot  is  optional  on  the  part  of 
the  master,  the  legislature  may  well  have  intended  to  en- 
courage his  employment,  by  extending,  according  to  our 
construction  of  the  55th  section,  the  benefit  of  exemption 
from  responsibility.  Whether,  however,  this  has  or  has 
not  been  intentional  on  the  part  of  the  legislature,  we 
think  the  extended  construction  must  prevail.  The  case 
before  xu9  is  clearly  within  the  words  of  the  exempting 
clause;  and  we  must  therefore  hold  it  to  be  within  its 
spirit  and  meaning,  unless  (which  is  not  the  case)  som^ 
manifest  inconvenience  or  inconsistency  should  result 
our  so  doing. 

For  these  reasons,  we  think  that  the  judgment  must 
for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Donaldson  v.  Thompson. 
In  an  action  by  AsSUMPSIT.— The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defe»- 
^^linsMhT       ^^*'  ^^  *^®  ^^^  ^^  •^^y*  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^*  promissory  note 

maker  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  the  first  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  made  the  note,  payable  onaceitafai  ^Mff 
that  he  delivered  the  note  to  the  payee,  and  promised  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  t00^ 
and  effect  thereof ;  that  default  was  made  in  payment  of  the  note  when  it  became  doe,  wher^^ 
the  defendant  became  liable  to  pay  the  amount.     The  second  count  was  upon  an  aocoont  tUmM^ 
and  alleged  that  on  &c.  (a  daylong  subsequent  to  the  note  becoming  due)  the  defendant  btcMMoe 
and  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  &c.,  on  an  account  then  stated  between  them;  and  die  ^^ 
fendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the  premiiei,  p^^ 
mised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  several  sums  of  money  on  request: — Hitd,  that  this  *^ 
an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  within  the  meaning  of  the  new  rules,  and  that  the  plaa  of  M^ 
assumpsit  was  inadmiraible. 
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ui  writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  one  Dorothy  Exek.  of  pu<u, 
Critchley,  or  order,  £345,  by  instalments,  in  manner  fol-  ^ 

loiring :  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of  £15,  part  thereof,  on  the     Donaldson 
1st  July,  1837;  the  sum  of  £15,  further  part  thereof,  on     Thompson. 
the  Ist  July,  1838;  and  the  sum  of  £315,  the  residue 
thereof,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1839,  and  then  delivered  the 
aaid  note  to  the  said  D.  C,  and  promised  her  to  pay 
the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof;   and 
the  said  D.  C.  then  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the   1st  of  July,    1839,   default  was  made  in  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  £315  in  the  said  promissory 
note  specified,  which  had  then  become  due  and  payable, 
wliereby  and  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the 
aid  note  and  of  the  said  indorsement,  the  said  defen- 
dant then  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
nm  of  £315  in  the  said  note  specified,  and  which  so 
became  due  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit.    And 
tbereaa  also  the  defendant,  on  the  1st  of  December, 
1839,  became  and  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  £500, 
on  an  account  then  stated  between  them:  and  the  de* 
tendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
aid;  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  promised  the  plain- 
tf  to  pay  him  the  said  several  sums  of  money  on  request, 
J^  he  hath  disregarded  his  promises^  and  hath  not  paid 
^  said  several  monies  above  mentioned,  or  any  of  them, 
*  any  part  thereof. 
Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  by  the  new 
'ttles  of  H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  Pleadings  in  particular  Actions — 
^ftmi^mt  2,  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  in  all  actions  upon 
1^  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  is  declared  to  be 
nuidmissible,  and  the  plaintiff  hath  above  in  the  said  first 
count  declared  upon  a  cause  of  action  arising  upon  a  pro- 
oinory  note,  and  the  said  plea  purports  to  be  an  answer 
to  inch  cause  of  action,  and  appears  on  the  face  of  it  to  be 
an  answer  to  the  whole  declaration. 


Thompson. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,      Crompton  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  but  the 
sJ!J^     Court  caUed  on 

Donaldson 

t^  Cowling  to  support  the  plea. — ^This  is  not  an  action  on  a 

promissory  note^  within  the  meaning  of  the  new  rules, 
which  apply  only  to  actions  on  bills  or  notes  simpliciteri 
where  the  promise  to  pay  is  merely  the  promise  implied  by 
law.     Here  the  promise  alleged  in  the  declaration  is  not 
the  ordinary  promise  to  pay  the  note  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect ;  but  that  long  after  the  note  had  become 
due^  and  after  default  had  been  made  in  the  payment,  the 
defendant  promised  to  pay  the  amount  of  it.     The  role 
was  intended  to  prohibit  the  use  of  this  plea^  only  in  cases 
where  the  bill  or  note  is  the  sole  ground  of  the  action,  anA. 
the  promise  relied  upon  is  the  promise  implied  by  law«. 
Tlmmis  v.  Piatt  (a)  is  an  authority  to  that  effect.     It  was 
there  held^  that  if  an  executor  declares  on  a  bill  or  notepa^. 
able  to  his  testator^  laying  a  promise  to  pay  himself^  sucli 
promise  may  be  denied  by  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  ncit- 
withstanding  the  new  rules.     The  declaration  is  a  depart- 
ure from  the  forms  given  by  the  new  rules ;  and  having 
stated  a  promise  subsequent  to  the  note  becoming  due,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  upon 
it,  and  not  upon  the  promise  implied  by  law  from  the  note 
itself,  and  therefore  the  plea  is  good. — ^The  Court  then 
called  upon 

Crompton,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  first  count 
of  the  declaration  is  in  the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  T.  Ti 
1  Will.  4,  only  that  there  being  a  count  as  for  another 
cause  of  action,  one  promise  is  laid  at  the  end,  applicable  to 
both  counts.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  objection  is,  that  you  allege 
a  promise  on  a  different  day.]  That  would  only  be  gronnd 
of  special  demurrer.  [Parke,  B. — ^If  they  had  demurren 
specially,  you  might  have  said  that  you  meant  to  rely  njKS^ 
an  express  promise  on  a  subsequent  day.]  It  is  unneces* 
sary,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  to  allq;e  any  {^ 

(a)  2  M  &  W.  720. 
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mise  at  all,  as  the  promise  is  implied  by  law.    The  day  Exeh.  rf  PUat, 
stated  in  the  second  count  is  immaterial,  and  means  any    ^   *°^Q'   ^ 
day  the  party  pleases.     It  would  be  sufficient  for  the  plain-     Donaldson 
tiff  at  the  trial  to  produce  and  prove  the  note,  and  then  it     Thompson. 
would  appear  that  it  was  made  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
it  was  due,  which  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
amount  of  it.    That  shews  that  the  declaration  is  on  a 
promise  implied  by  law,  and  that  the  day  is  immaterial. 
The  plea  is  intended  as  a  traverse  of  the  making  of  the 
note,  which  the  new  rules  have  prohibited  from  being  done 
faj  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  and  such  plea  is  therefore 
inadmissible. 

CowHfiff,  contra. — This  form  of  declaration  is  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  new  rules.  The  promise  alleged  in  the 
form  there  given,  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the 
i&aker,  is  a  promise  to  pay  according  to  the*tenor  and 
dPect  of  the  note ;  but  that  is  not  the  promise  here  laid, 
l>nt  a  totally  different  one,  namely,  a  promise  to  pay  on 
&  day  subsequent  to  the  note  becoming  due.  If  it  be 
<Aerwise,  and  there  be  also  the  implied  promise  to  pay 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect,  then  there  are  two  pro- 
inisea  relating  to  the  same  cause  of  action. 

Parke,  B. — ^This  is  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against 

the  maker  of  a  promissory  note;   and  on  referriug  to 

^^yley  on  Bills  (a),  I  find  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  any 

promise,  as  the  promise  is  always  implied  by  law.      If  the 

^*^  had  gone  to  trial,  it  would  not  have  been  neces- 

^  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  anything  but  the   note 

'^^i  in  order  to  support  the  issue  raised  on  this  plea. 

^  plea  is  therefore  clearly  inadmissible  since  the  new 
roles. 

^  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

{•)  P.  408 ;    referring  to  fFegersloffe  v.  Keen,  1  Stra.  214.     See 
^^  T.  Raxln'atiffh,  2  M.  &  W.  734. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Doe  d.  Payne  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bail- 
way  Company. 

The  Bristol  and  Ju  JECTMENT  to  rccovcr  a  piece  of  land  in  the  paiiah  of 
A^T&f ''^^  Uphill,  in  the  county  of  Somerset.    At  the  trial  befixe 

WilL4,c.  xxxvi, 

8.  25,  enabled  the  Company,  in  case  (inter  alia)  any  person  whose  lands  should  be  required  ftr 
the  purposes  of  the  act,  should,  for  twenty-one  days  after  notice  in  writing  given  to  him,  acf- 
lect  or  refuse  to  treat,  or  should  not  agree  with  the  Company  for  the  sale  of  his  interest,  Is 
issue  a  warrant  under  their  common  seal,  or  under  the  hands  of  three  at  least  of  the  direct8V% 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  .which  the  lands  should  be,  commanding  him  to  summon  and  re- 
turn a  jury,  who  should  inquire  of,  assess,  and  give  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  money  to  be  piM 
for  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  and  for  compensation  for  damage  thereto :  and  that  the  sberHT 
should  accordingly  give  judgment  for  such  purchase- money,  &c.,  which  should  be  bindii^  tai 
conclusive  upon  all  persons  ;  fourteen  days'  notice  being  given  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  in* 
quiry.  A  subsequent  clause  of  the  act  (s.  242)  enacted,  that  the  whole  of  die  sum  tbeioi 
mentioned  as  the  probable  expenses  of  making  the  railway,  &c.,  should  be  subscribed  for  befac 
any  of  the  powers  given  by  the  act  in  relation  to  the  compulsory  taking  of  land  for  the  puzpoNi 
of  the  railway,  should  be  put  in  force. 

An  inquisition  taken  under  s.  25,  recited  that  notice  had  been  given  to  the  party  that  bis  Unfa 
were  required  by  the  Company  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  that  he  had  not  withio  tweBtf" 
one  days  afterwards  agreed  with  the  Company  fur  the  sale  of  them  ;  and  also  that  fourteen diji' 
notice  had  been  given  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  inquiry  before  the  sheriff: — HHii^ 
^'ectment  by  this  party  against  the  Company  for  these  lands,  subsequently  taken  by  them  uodff 
the  act,  that  the  inquisition  was  sufficient  in  form,  and  that  it  need  not  set  forth  that  the  wkb 
capital  had  been  subscribed;  but  that  if  this  were  the  fact,  it  should  come  by  way  of  answerfiMi 
the  plaintiff. 

The  57th  section  of  the  act  enacted,  that  the  lands  to  be  taken  for  the  line  of  the  nD«if 
should  not  exceed  twenty-two  yards  in  breadth,  except  where  a  greater  breadth  shouldbe  necet* 
sary  for  waiting  places,  embankments,  cuttings,  &c.  fkc.  :  and  the  59th  section  provided,  All 
the  Company,  in  making  the  railway  and  other  works,  should  not  deviate  from  the  ^edelinciii' 
on  the  plan  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  with  or  without  oooseal 
of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  lands,  more  than  100  yards,  and  that  no  deviation  should  tf" 
tend  into  the  lands  or  property  of  any  person  not  mentioned  in  the  book  of  reference  to  thepiM» 
unless  omitted  by  mistake  :  and  the  Company  were  empowered  to  make  such  deviations  is  fk 
section  as  might  be  necessary  in  consequence  thereof: — Held,  that  this  section  only  prohlMw 
the  Company  from  making  the  substituted  line  of  the  railway  itself  At  agreater  dbtance  thio  lOi 
yards  from  the  line  delineated  in  the  plan ;  but  that  it  did  not  prevent  them  from  taking lio'l 
at  a  greater  distance  from  it  than  the  100  yards,  for  the  purpose  of  embankments,  cuttings,  t^: 
the  intention  of  the  act  being  to  give  the  Company  the  same  incidental  powers  with  respect  W 
the  deviated  line,  as  they  had  with  respect  to  the  original  line. 

Heldf  also,  that  a  party  whose  lands  were  so  taken  could  not  object  that  the  Company  bad 
taken,  for  the  same  purpose,  lands  of  another  person  not  mentioned  in  the  book  of  refereoca 

The  47th  section  of  the  act  enabled  the  Company,  on  payment  of  such  sum  as  skeuM^ 
been  awarded  by  the  jury  to  the  party,  or,  in  case  (inter  alia)  he  should  refuse  or  negled  I* 
convey  the  lands,  on  payment  of  it  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  and  with  the  privitf 
of  the  Accountant- General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  the  credit  of  the  party,  subject  to  tht 
order  of  the  Court,  to  enter  upon  and  take  the  lands.  By  the  257th  section,  the  compulsory  p0*(^ 
of  the  act  were  limited  to  the  period  of  two  years  after  the  passing  of  the  act ;  which  exidredi> 
the  19th  of  May,  1838.  By  a  subsequent  act,  1  Vict.  c.  xxvi,  (which  received  the  royal  i*^ 
12th  June,  1838),  s.  1,  all  the  powers  and  clauses  of  the  former  act  were  to  extend  to  the  worn 
&c.,  to  be  done  under  that  act,  as  if  repeated  and  re-enacted  in  it.  S.  2  repealed  s.  ^^^^ 
former  act  S.  12  revived  the  time  limited  by  the  former  act  for  taking  and  using  lands,  tf" 
extended  and  enlarged  it  for  three  years  from  the  expiration  of  the  two  years  mentioned  in  V* 
former  act :  and  s*  14  enacted,  that  upon  payment  of  such  sums  as  should  heme  beeu  awarded  ^ 
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nimtf,  J.^  at  tlie  last  Somersetshire  Assizes^  it  appeared  ^fi^  rf  ^itat 
lat^  in  the  month  of  June^  1839^  the  plaintiff  being  in 
Msession  of  the  land  in  question,  the  defendants  took 
yasession  of  it  under  the  compulsory  powers  of  their  act 
\  ParUament,  6  &  7  WiU.  4,  c.  xxxvi,  fenced  it  off,  and 
[dnded  the  plaintiff  firom  the  occupation  of  it.  The 
sfiendants  put  in  a  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  Somerset- 
me,  signed  by  three  directors  of  the  Company,  pur- 
uott  to  the  25th  section  of  the  act,  to  summon  a  jury, 
Bd  hold  an  inquisition,  to  assess  the  purchase-money  to 
e  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  land  in  question,  the  plain- 
iff  baring  refused  to  treat  with  the  Company  for  the  sale 
this  interest  therein.  They  then  put  in  the  inquisition 
tidf;  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 
''An  inquisition  indented,  taken  pursuant  to  the  act 
erdnafter  mentioned,  at  &c.,  on  the  27th  day  of  Novem- 
9,  in  the  1st  year  &c.,  before  me,  Alexander  Adair, 
!iq.,  sheriff  of  the  county  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
vrnnt  hereunto  annexed,  under  the  hands  and  seals 
F  James  Brown,  James  Gibbs,  and  William  Morgan, 
eing  three  of  the  directors  of  the  Bristol  and  Exeter 
^ay  Company,  established  and  incorporated  by  an 
ct  of  Parliament  passed  &c.,  on  the  oath  of  Christopher 
George,  &c.,  good  and  lawful  men  of  my  said  county, 
oaBfied,  according  to  the  laws  of  this  reabn,  to  serve  on 
nies  in  her  Majesty's  Courts  of  Record  at  Westminster, 
oSee  in  writing  having  been  heretofore  duly  given  to  Charles 
loiry  Payne,  by  or  on  behajf  of  the  said  Company,  according 
^  the  said  act,  that  the  lands,  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
^  hereinafter  mentioned  were  required  by  the  said 


*Jvy  into  the  Bank  of  England,  as  in  the  recited  act  directed,  the  Company  should  have 
^cr  to  enter  ftc,  [re-enacting  s.  47  in  terms]. 

^  ioqinisition  was  taken  under  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  within  the  two  years  limited  by  that  act. 
'Um  Uth  of  June,  1838,  the  Company  obtained  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  pay- 
^tof  the  purchase- money  into  the  Bank;  and  on  the  2l8t  they  paid  it  in  accordingly,  the 
'^tiffnot  having  in  the  meantime  offered  to  convey  : — Held,  that  these  proceedings  were  war- 
^Ud  by  the  1  Vict  c  xxvi,  t.  14,  and  might  be  founded  on  the  inquisition  taken  under  the 
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Bieh.  of  PUtu,  Company  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  and  the 

^   ^     ^     C.  H.  Payne  not  having,  within  the  space  of  twenty-one 

Doe         days  and  more  after  the  giving  of  such  notice,  agreed  with 

Patme       the  said  Company  for  the  sale,  conveyance,  or  release  of 

The  Bristol   ^^  ^^^  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  or  of  his  estate 

AMD  Exeter   ^j^^  interest  therein:  and  notice  in  writing  of  the  time  and 

Railway  Co.  ° 

place  at  which  the  jury  were  required  to  be  retomedi 
having  been  duly  given  fourteen  days  and  more  befiore 
the  said  27th  day  of  November,  which  said  C.  Gkorg^ 
&c.,  being  sworn  to  inquire  of  and  concerning  the  matten 
mentioned  in  the  said  warrant,  and  thereby  directed  to 
be  inquired  of,  assessed,  and  ascertained  by  them  in  man- 
ner therein  mentioned ;  and  the  said  Company,  by  thdr 
counsel,  having,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  appealed 
before  me  and  the  said  jurors,  and  having  adduced 
evidence  before  me  and  the  said  jurors  touching  Ik 
matter  in  question;  and  the  said  C.  H.  Payne,  in  die 
said  warrant  named,  having  also  appeared,  but  having  d^ 
clined  to  adduce  any  evidence,  or  otherwise  to  take  put 
in  the  proceedings  then  and  there  had  before  me  and  tte 
said  jurors :  the  said  jurors  on  their  oath  aforesaid  8^^ 
that  they  do  assess  and  give  a  verdict  for  the  snmof 
98/.  10*.,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  C.  H.  Payne  for  the  piff- 
chase  of  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  nid 
C.  H.  Payne  of  and  in  certain  arable  and  pasture  groimi 
portions  of  certain  lands  and  premises,  containing  in  the 
whole,  by  admeasurement,  la.  Ir.  I2p.,  little  more  orta^ 
being  parts  of  three  certain  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  situate 
and  being  in  the  parish  of  Uphill,  in  the  said  county  of 
Somerset,  distinguished  in  the  map  or  plan,  and  book  of 
reference,  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of 
the  said  county,  and  referred  to  by  the  said  act,  by  tJ* 
numbers  15,  34,  and  39,  as  regards  lands  in  the  said  paiiil^ 
of  Uphill;  and  of  all  clay,  stone,  mines,  and  minerals,  nndtf 
the  same,  necessary  to  be  dug  or  carried  away,  or  used  ft^ 
the  purposes  of  the  said  act,  and  found  not  deeper  tbift 


J 


HILART   TERM,   3  VICT. 


828 


the  line  of  the  Bection  in  the  said  act  mentioned  and  re-  Etch,  of  puat, 


1^1 


ferred  to,  and  in  the  said  warrant  mentioned,  about  to  be 
tiken  and  used  in  execution  of  certain  of  the  powers 
granted  hj  the  said  act :  and  the  said  jurors  do  in  like 
manner  assess  and  give  a  verdict  for  the  further  sum  of 
£58,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  C.  H.  Payne  by  the  said  Com- 
piny,  as  well  by  way  of  satisfaction,  recompense,  or  com- 
pensation for  the  damages  which  have,  before  the  said 
27ih  day  of  November,  been  done  to  or  sustained  by  the 
laid  C.  H.  Payne,  by  reason  of  the  execution  of  any  of  the 
forks  by  the  said  act  authorized,  as  for  the  damage  to  be 
bf  the  said  C.  H.  Payne  sustained  by  reason  of  the  sever- 
ing or  dividing  the  lands  aforesaid :  and  I  the  said  sheriff 
dobereby,  pursuant  to  the  said  act,  adjudge  and  order 
tte  several  sums  of  98/.  10^.  and  58/.,  making  together 
the  sum  of  156/.  10^.,  to  be  paid  by  the  said  Company  to 
ibe  said  C.  H.  Payne.    In  witness,  &c.'^ 

Tke  defendants  then  put  in  an  order,  dated  12th  June, 
1888y  for  payment  of  the  purchase-money  into  the  Bank  of 
bg^d,  pursuant  to  the  42nd  section  of  the  act,  applica- 
tion having  been  on  that  day  made  to  the  Court  of  £x- 
diequer  for  that  purpose ;  and  proved  that  on  the  21st  of 
June  the  sum  of  156/.  10^.,  the  amount  awarded  to  the 
(Ittntiff  by  the  jury,  was  accordingly  paid  by  them  into  the 
Bank,  to  be  placed  to  the  account  of  the  Accountant- 
Oeneral  of  this  Court,  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
Q^neers  of  the  defendants  proved,  that,  in  the  language 
a&d  imderstanding  of  scientific  men,  the  centre  of  the 
i^ay  was  the  middle  point  between  the  two  outside 
^i  send  it  was  admitted  that  the  centre,  so  defined,  was, 
*t  tlie  place  in  question,  only  99  yards  distant  from  the  line 
^  the  railway  laid  down  on  the  plan  deposited  with  the 
^k  of  the  peace,  pursuant  to  the  act  of  Parliament ;  and 
that  the  eastern  or  extreme  boundary  of  the  land.  No.  34 
^  the  plan,  taken  by  the  Company  from  the  plaintiff, 
^^  125  yards  distant  from  the  line  on  the  plan  deposited 
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Exch,  of  PUoit  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace.    That  portioii  of  the  laai 

which  was  more  than  100  yards  firom  the  line  (m  4f 
plan^  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  slope  to  m 
embankment.  It  appeared  abo,  that,  in  making  this  den. 
ation,  the  Company  had  taken  part  of  a  field  called  Ty». 
ings,  the  property  of  a  Mr.  Kniveton,  not  mentioned  It; 
the  plan  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace^  or  iattii 
books  of  reference  thereto. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  first,  ttik 
the  inquisition  was  void,  for  not  setting  out  all  the  pid^ 
minary  proceedings  necessary  by  the  act  of  Parliament  ti 
enable  the  Company  to  put  in  force  the  powers  ther^ 
given  for  the  compulsory  taking  of  lands;  and  particoUj^ 
that  the  whole  capital  had  been  previously  subscribedi  M 
required  by  s.  242.  Secondly,  that  the  Company  hadirfi 
right  to  enter  upon  the  land  in  question  at  all,  inasmidl 
as  it  was  above  100  yards  distant  from  the  line  of  the  ni 
way  as  delineated  on  the  parliamentary  plan,  whereas  tb 
power  of  the  company  under  the  act,  to  deviate  firom  fli| 
line,  did  not  extend  to  a  greater  distance  than  100  yndl 
(s.  59).  Thirdly,  that  by  the  257th  section  of  the  act,  fti 
powers  of  the  Company  to  take  lands  for  the  purpoesi 
the  railway  ceased,  (except  by  consent  of  the  owiia4 
at  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  passing  of  the  iflt 
viz.  on  the  19th  of  May,  1838 ;  and  that  although  by  theMk 
of  1  Yict.  c.  xxvi,  (which  received  the  royal  assent  on  fli 
11th  of  June,  1838),  the  powers  of  the  former  act  wereefr 
tended  to  things  to  be  done  under  that  act,  as  if  it  vM 
thereby  re-enacted,  yet  an  inquisition  taken  under  the  in 
mer  act,  the  powers  of  which  had  altogether  ceased,  oorii 
not  be  made  the  foundation  of  compulsory  proceed]ii|l 
under  the  latter;  or  that  if  it  could,  the  14th  section  of  ill 
latter  act  only  enabled  the  Company  to  pay  the  puiGhiii> 
money  into  the  Bank  of  England,  on  the  neglect  or  rcAal 
of  the  owner  of  the  land  to  make  a  good  title  after  the  paiof 
of  that  act ;  and  it  could  not  be  said  that  between  the  iM 
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of  Jane^  when  the  order  was  made  for  paying  in  the  pur-  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
diase-money  awarded  to  the  plaintiff^  and  the  2l8t^  when 
it  was  paid  in^  there  could  be  any  such  neglect  or  refusal. 
Pdnrthly,  that  the  proceedings  were  void  by  reason  of  the 
Company  havings  in  making  the  deviation  in  question, 
passed  through  lands  not  mentioned  in  the  books  of  refer- 
ence, and  having  so  departed  from  the  parliamentary  line 
of  the  railway.     The  learned  Judge  intimated  an  opi- 
skm  in  fiivour  of  the  defendants  on  all  these  points,  and 
directed  a  verdict  for  them,  giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to 
nme  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
(^on,  that,  on  the  facts  above  stated,  he  was  entitled 
to  a  verdict.     Erie,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 
nle  accordingly.      As  to  the  first  point,  he  cited  R.  v. 
BogOaiDia),  R.  v.  Wilson  (6),  Reg.  v.  South  Holland  Drain^ 
Ht  Committee  {c),  and  Reg.  v.  Trustees  of  Swansea  Har- 
br((j). 

A(//  and  Monicyu  Smith  (with  whom  was  Bompas, 
Serjt)  now  shewed  cause  (e).     First,  the  inquisition  is 


(c)7T.  R.363. 

W3AdoL&E]L817;  5  Ney. 
*M.164. 

(e)8Acb].  &  E1L436;  1  Per. 
*D.79. 

(4  8AdoL&£U.  439;  1  P.  & 
D.512. 

(')  The  following  are  the  clauses 
'  ^  acts  of  Parliament  which 
*^  footed  in  the  course  of  the 
*SiBnait,  and  which  are  material 
*^^osse:— 

«*7WilL4,  cxxxvL— Sect  6. 
^M  be  lawful  for  the  said  com- 
K^,iDd  they  are  hereby  empow- 
^  to  make  and  maintain  the 
'^Vtijr  sod  branch  railways  here- 
^^^  mentioned,  with  aU  proper 
^''^  aod  conveniences  connected 
^^with,  in  the  line  or  course, 


and  upon,  across,  under,  or  over 
the  lands  delineated  on  the  plan, 
and  described  in  the  book  of  refer- 
ence deposited  with  the  respective 
clerks  of  the  peace  for  the  counties 
of  Somerset  and  Devon,  and  for 
the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of 
Bristol,  and  the  city  and  county  of 
the  city  of  Exeter,  save  as  herein- 
after mentioned;  that  is  to  say 
[describing  the  line]. 

Sect.  6.  And  whereas  maps  or 
plans  and  sections,  describing  the 
line  of  the  said  railway,  and  the 
lands  upon  or  through  which  the 
said  railway  is  intended  to  be  car- 
ried or  made,  tc^ether  with  books 
of  reference  thereto,  containing 
lists  of  the  names  of  the  owners  or 
reputed  owners  and  occupiers  of 


826 


CASES   IN    THE   EXCHEQUER^ 


1840. 


Exeh.  cf  Pleat,  good.    It  Sufficiently  states  the  notice  to  the  plaintiff  that 
his  land  was  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  act^  and  hit 


enter  into  and  upon  the  lands  of 
any  person  or  corporation  whitMh 
ever,  and  to  sunrey  and  take  leveb 
of  the  same  or  any  part  there<4  ni 
to  set  out  and  appropriate  for  tk 
purposes  of  this  act  such  parti  m 
they  are  hy  this  act  empowered  to 
take  or  use,  and  in  or  upon  wfA 
lands  to  hore,  dig,  embank,  md 
sough,  and  to  remove  or  hj,  md 
also  to  use,  work,  and  mannfactei 
any  earth,  stone,   rubbish,  txee^ 
gravel,  or  sand,  or  any  other  male 
rials  or  things  which  may  be  di^v 
obtained  therein,  or  otherwise  in  tin 
execution   of  any  of  the  poim 
of  this  act,  and  which  may  be  pn- 
per  or  necessary  for  themako^ 
maintaining,  altering,  repairingi  flr 
using  the  said  railway  or  ote 
works  by  this  act  anthoriied,  cr 
which  may  obstruct  the  makiB|i 
maintaining,  altering,  repairing,  c 
using  the  same  respectively,  aooorf- 
ing  to  the  true  intent  and  meani^ 
of  this  act;  and  also  for  thepa^ 
poses  and  according  to  thepMn* 
sions  and  restrictions  of  this  ae^^ 
make  or  construct  in,  upon,  acroiii 
under,  or  over  the  said  raflwi^* 
other  works,  or  in,  upon,  scroi^ 
under,  or  over  any  lands,  itreet% 
hills,  valleys,  roads,  rail-roadi,  titfa- 
roads,  rivers,  canals,  brooks,streiiB% 
or   other    waters,    such   indiaw 
planes,  tunnels,  emhanimenUi^if^ 
ductSybridges,  whether  tempoiaiy' 
permanent,  roads,  ways,  ^^ 
conduits,  drains,  piers,  archei^  ^ 
thtfftt  and  fences ;  and  also  to  ti*^ 
and  construct  such  houMs,  wl«A 
warehouses,   toU^housci,  laaM* 


such  lands,  have  been  deposited 
with  the  clerks  of  the  peace  for  the 
counties  of  Somerset  and  Devon, 
Railway  Co.    ^jj^  f^f  jiig  ^jty  ^nd  county  of  the 

city  of  Bristol,  and  the  city  and 
county  of  the  city  of  Exeter,  be  it 
therefore  enacted,  that  the  said 
maps  or  plans,  sections,  and  books 
of  reference  so  deposited,  shall 
remain  with  and  be  kept  by  the 
said  clerks  of  the  peace  respect- 
ively ;  and  all  persons  interested  in 
any  manner  in  such  lands  shall 
have  liberty,  at  all  reasonable  times, 
to  inspect  and  to  make  extracts 
from  or  copies  of  the  said  maps  or 
plans,  sections,  and  books  of  refer- 
ence respectively,  paying  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  whose  custo- 
dy the  map  or  plan,  section,  or 
book  of  reference  so  inspected  or 
referred  to  may  be,  for  every  in- 
spection, the  sum  of  one  shilling, 
and  for  copies  or  extracts  from  the 
said  books  of  reference,  after  the 
rate  of  sixpence  for  every  100 
words;  and  the  said  maps  or  plans, 
sections,  and  books  of  reference, 
or  true  copies  thereof,  or  of  so  much 
thereof  respectively  as  shall  relate 
to  any  matter  which  may  be  in 
question,  certified  by  the  said  clerks 
of  the  peace,  or  one  of  them,  shall 
be,  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be, 
good  evidence  in  all  courts  of  law 
or  elsewhere. 

Sect.  8.  For  the  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  provisions  and  re- 
strictions of  this  act,  the  said  com- 
pany, their  agents  and  workmen, 
and  all  other  persons  by  them  au- 
thorized, are  hereby  empowered  to 


HILARY    TERMy   3  VICT. 


827 


I  to  treat  within  twenty-one  days :  that  is  all  which  Exek,  of  PUtu, 
dered  necessary  by  the  25th  section^  as  preliminary 


iDgines,  and  other  buildings, 
ery,  apparatus,  and  other 
and  conveniences,  as  the 
npany  shall  think  proper, 
;  and  to  do  and  execute  all 
atters  and  things  necessary 
renient  for  making,  main- 
altering  or  repairing,  and 
ne  said  railway  and  other 
y  this  act  authorized;  tliey, 
d  company,  their  agents 
rkmen,  doing  as  little  da- 
may  be  in  the  execution  of 
end  powers  to  them  hereby 
,  and  the  said  company 
full  satisfaction,  in  manner 
ler  mentioned,  to  all  persons 
)orations  interested  in  any 
hicb  shall  be  taken,  used, 
id,  for  all  damages  to  be  by 
istained  in  or  by  reason  of 
«ution  of  all  or  any  of 
ers  hereby  granted;  and 
ihall  be  sufficient  to  indem- 
i  said  company,  and  all 
nrsons,  for  what  they  shall 
rtue  of  the  powers  hereby 
subject  nevertheless  to 
ivisions  and  restrictions  as 
inafter  mentioned  and  con- 

25.  And  for  settling  all 
«s  which  may  arise  be- 
le  said  company  and  the  se- 
mers  and  occupiers  of,  or 

interested  in,  any  lands 
tail  or  may  be  taken,  used, 
1,  or  injuriously  affected  by 
otion  of  any  of  the  powers 
granted;    be    it    further 

that  if  any  person,  cor- 
.  or  tnistee,  so  interested 

VI. 


or  entitled,  and  capacitated  to  sell, 
agree,  convey,  or  release  as  afore- 
said, or  any  other  person,  shall  not 
agree  with  the  said  company  as  to 
the  amount  of  such  purchase-money 
or  satisfaction,  recompense,  or  other 
compensation  as  aforesaid;  or  if 
any  of  the  parties  entitled  to  re- 
ceive such  purchase-money,  satis- 
faction, recompense,  or  other  com- 
pensation as  aforesaid,  shall  refuse 
to  accept  such  purchase-money,  &c^ 
as  shall  be  offered  by  the  said  com- 
pany, and  shall  give  notice  thereof 
in  writing  to  the  said  company 
within  21  days  next  after  such  ofier 
shall  have  been  made,  and  the  party 
giving  such  notice  shall  therein  re- 
quest that  the  matter  in  dispute 
may  be  submitted  to  the  determina- 
tion of  a  jury;  or  if  any  of  such  par- 
ties as  aforesaid  shall,  for  the  space 
of  21  days  next  after  notice  in  writ- 
ing shall  have  been  given  to  the 
clerk,  agent,  or  principal  officer  of 
any  such  corporation,  or  to  any  of 
such  trustees  or  persons  respect- 
ively, or  left  at  his  last  or  uaual 
place  of  abode,  or  with  the  tenant 
or  occupier  of  any  lands  required 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  neglect 
or  refuse  to  treat,  or  ahaU  not  agree 
with  the  said  company  for  the  aaUy 
conveyance^  and  release  of  their 
respective  estates  or  interests,  or  the 
respective  estates  or  interests  which 
they  respectively  are  hereby  capa- 
citated to  convey  therein ;  or  shall 
by  reason  of  absence  be  prevented 
firom  treating,  or  shall  by  reason  of 
any  impediment  or  disability,  whe- 
ther provided  for  by  this  act  or 

I  M.  W. 
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necessary  for  h\m  to  set  forth  on  the  face  of  hi 


1840. 


not}  be  incapable  of  making  such 
agreement,  conveyance,  or  release, 
Th*  Br  I8TOL  ^  g],n]|  Y^  necessary  or  expedient  for 
AND  Exeter  ...        .        . ,  ■"  ♦    *  t 

Railway  Co.    ^nablmg  the  said  company  to  take 

and  use  such  lands,  or  to  proceed  in 
making  the  said  railway  and  other 
the  works  aforesaid ;  or  shall  not  dis- 
close and  prove  the  state  of  the  title 
to  the  premises  of  which  they  re- 
spectively may  be  in  possession,  or  of 
the  share,  interest,  or  charge,  which 
they  may  claim  to  be  entitled  unto 
or  interested  in,  in  case  they  shall 
be  required  to  do  so  by  the  said 
company;  or  in  any  other  case 
where  agreement  for  compensation 
for  damages  incurred  in  the  execu- 
tion of  this  act,  or  for  the  purchase 
of  lands  required  for  the  purposes 
of  this  act,  cannot  be  made ;  then 
and  in  every  such  case  the  said 
company  shall,  and  they  are  hereby 
required,  firom  time  to  time  to  issue 
a  warrant,  either  under  their  com- 
mon seal  or  under  the  hands  and 
seals  of  three  at  least  of  the  direc- 
tors of  the  said  company,  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the 
lands  in  question  shall  be  situate, 
or  the  matter  in  dispute  shall  arise, 
or  in  case  such  sheriff,  or  his  under- 
sheriff,  shall  be  one  of  the  said  com- 
pany, or  enjoy  any  office  of  trust  or 
profit  under  them,  or  shall  be  in 
anyways  interested  in  the  matter  in 
question,  then  to  any  of  the  coro- 
ners of  such  county  not  interested 
as  aforesaid,  or  if  all  the  coroners 
shall  be  so  interested  then  to  some 
person  then  living  in  the  county 
and  free  from  personal  disability, 
who  shall  have  filled  the  office  of 


sheriff  or  coroner  in  the  ti 
and  not  be  interested  aa 
(a  person  having  men 
served  either  office,  bei: 
preferred),  commanding 
riff,  coroner,  or  other 
impanel,  summon,  ma 
and  the  sheriff,  coronet 
person  is  hereby  accorc 
powered  and  required  U 
summon,  and  return,  a 
least  twenty-four  sufficie 
different  men,  qualified 
to  the  laws  of  this  reala 
turned  for  trials  of  isn 
Majesty's  courts  of  recor 
minster;  and  the  pers 
be  impanelled,  sunnm 
returned,  are  hereby  n 
appear  before  the  tai 
under-«heriff,  coroner, 
person,  at  such  time 
as  in  such  warrant  shi 
pointed,  and  to  attend  fir 
day  until  duly  dischar 
out  of  such  persons  to 
elled,  summoned,  and  i 
jury  of  twelve  men  shall 
by  the  said  sheriff,  fire,  c 
person  to  be  by  them  n 
appointed,  in  such  manni 
for  trials  of  issues  joined 
jesty's  courts  of  record 
minster  are  by  law  dir« 
drawn,  &c.  &c.;  and  th 
riff,  &C.,  is  hereby  empo 
required,  on  request  in  ' 
either  party,  to  summon 
all  persons  who  shall  \ 
necessary  to  be  examini 
nesses,  touching  the  i 
question,    and  may  aa 
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lat  was  necessary  to  give  the  directors  authority  Bxck.  of  Pi§a$, 
te  order.    All  the  proceedings  taken  together 
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L  jury,  or  any  six  or 

,  to  view  the  place  or 

itroversy;   and  such 

pon  tkeir  oaths,    or 

upon  their  affirmar 

oaths  and    affirma- 

as  the  oaths  and  af- 

all  such  persons  as 

d  upon  to  give  evi- 

i  sherifil  &c^  ia  here- 

I  and  required  to  ad- 
uire  of  and  assess  and 
for  the  sum  of  money 
the  purchase  of  such 
t    for    such    interest 

II  have  heen  of  right 
'  the  said  company 
r  person,  and  also  the 
to  be  paid  by  way  of 
ecompense,  or  com- 
ber for  the  damages 
sfore  that  time  have 

sustained  as  afore- 
he  future  or  tempo- 
ual,  or  for  any  recur- 
to  be  so  done  or  sua- 
"esaid,  and  the  cause 
f  which  shall  have 

only  obviated,  re- 
?paired  by  the  said 
1  which  cannot  or 
urther  obviated,  re- 
liredbythem;  which 
scompense,  or  corn- 
such  damage  or  loss 
aired  into  and  as- 
ly  and  distinctly  from 
e  lands  so  to  be  taken 
resaid ;  and  the  said 
tall  accordingly  give 
ich  purchase-money, 
scompense,  or  oom- 

shaU  be  assessed  by 

Z 


such  jmy ;  which  said  verdict,  and 
the  judgment  thereon  to  be  pro- 
nounced as  aforesaid,  tkaU  be  bind-  The  Bbistol 
img  and  c^nclasioef  to  otf  intents  fl^^J^c^, 
and  purposes,  upon  all  persons  and 
corporations  whatsoever.-  Ph>- 
vided  always,  that  in  such  inquiry, 
the  person  or  corporation  claiming 
compensation  shall  be  the  plaintiff, 
and  shall  have  all  such  rights  and 
privileges  as  plaintifis  in  actions  at 
law  are  entitled  ta  Provided  also, 
that  not  less  than  fourteen  days' 
notice,  in  writing,  of  the  time  and 
place  at  which  such  jury  are  so  re- 
quired to  be  returned  shall  be  given 
by  the  said  company  to  the  party 
with  whom  such  controversy  shall 
arise,  either  by  delivering  such  no- 
tice to  such  party,  or  by  leaving 
the  same  at  his  plaice  of  abode,  or 
with  the  derk,  or  agent,  or  princir 
pal  officer  of  the  corporation,  in  the 
case  of  a  corporation,  or  with  some 
tenant  or  occupier  of  the  premises 
intended  to  foe  valued,  or  respect- 
ing which  or  any  damages  to  which 
any  such  question  shall  arise. 

Sect  42. — In  case  any  party  to 
whom  any  money  diall  be  agreed 
or  awarded  to  be  paid  for  the  pui^ 
chase  of  any  lands  to  be  taken  or 
used  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
powers  of  this  act,  or  for  any  inte- 
rest, or  for  compensation  as  afore- 
said, shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  ac- 
cept the  same,  or  to  convey  the 
premises  or  interest  in  the  premises 
purchased,  or  shall  refuse,  neglect, 
or  be  unable  to  make  a  title  to 
such  premises,  or  to  such  interest 
in  the  premises,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  said  company,  or  shall  be 
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Biceh.  of  Pitoi,  are  to  shew  that  the  Companj  had  a  right  to 


^  •   ^     lands :  but  the  only  duty  of  the  sheriff  is  to  ini 

Doe 
Patne 

V. 

The  Bristol 

Bailway  Co.    "^^^  lands  or  such  interest  therein, 


absent  from  England,  or  shall  not 
be  conveniently  found,  or  if  any 
party  entitled  unto  or  to  convey 


cannot  be  conveniently  known  or 
discovered,  or  be  not  shewn  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  said  company  to 
be  such  party,  then  and  in  every 
such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  company  to  order  the  money 
so  agreed  or  awarded  as  aforesaid 
to  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, in  the  name  and  with  the 
privity  of  the  Accountant-General 
of  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  to 
be  placed  to  his  account,  to  the 
credit  of  the  parties  interested  in 
the  said  lands,  (describing  them  so 
far  as  the  said  company  can  do), 
subject  to  the  control  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  said  Court;  which  said 
Coiurt,  on  the  application  of  any 
party  making  claim  to  such  money 
or  any  part  thereof  by  petition,  is 
hereby  empowered,  in  a  summary 
way  of  proceeding  or  otherwise,  to 
order  the  same  to  be  laid  out  and 
invested  in  the  public  funds,  and  to 
order  distribution  thereof,  or  pay- 
ment of  the  dividends  thereof,  ac- 
cording to  the  estate,  title,  or  in- 
terest of  the  party  making  claim 
thereunto,  and  to  make  such  other 
order  in  the  premises  as  to  the  said 
Court  shall  seem  proper;  and  the 
cashier  of  the  Bank  of  England  who 
shall  receive  such  money  is  hereby 
required  to  give  to  the  said  company 
a  receipt  for  such  money,  mention- 
ing and  specifying  therein  for  what 
and  for  whose  use  (described  as 
aforesaid)  the  same  is  received. 


Sect  47.  Upon  pay 
gal  tender  of  such  sum 
as  shall  have  been  agTe< 
tween  the  parties,  or  a^ 
jury  in  manner  afores 
purchase  of  any  land 
other  charge,  or  as  a  o 
for  any  loss  or  injury  \ 
to  the  respective  propri 
lands,  or  other  persona 
interested  and  entitle< 
such  money  or  comp 
spectively,  within  thi 
months  after  the  sam* 
been  so  agreed  upon  < 
or  if  the  parties  so  res] 
terested  and  entitled 
cannot  be  found,  or  shi 
from  England,  or  shall 
unable  from  illness  to 
money  as  aforesaid,  or 
or  neglect,  or  be  unahl 
good  title  to  such  landi 
tisfaction  of  the  said  coi 
any  party  entitled  unto 
such  lands  shall  not  b 
shall  die  after  such 
or  award,  or  shall  be 
England,  or  shall  refm 
or  be  unable  from  illn< 
wise  to  convey  the  sam* 
payment  of  such  moi 
Bank  of  England  as 
directed,  to  the  credit  < 
interested  in  such  land 
such  money  shall  have 
or  awarded  to  be  paid  i 
chase  of  any  such  lai 
compensation  as  afon 
any  corporation,  truste 
under  disability,  is  he 
tated  to  convey,  upon 
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B,  and  the  damage  done  to  them.    The  verdict  Exek,  of  PUoi, 
ment  are,  indeed,  to  be  binding  on  all  persons, 


into  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
einbefore  directed,  to 
sz  parte  "  The  Bristol 

Railway  Company," 
1  every  of  such  cases  it 
^1  for  the  said  com- 
iiately  to  enter  upon 

and  thereupon  such 
the  fee-simple  and  in- 
nreof,  together  with  the 
ts  thereof,  and  all  es- 
list,  and  interest  of  all 
ein,  shall  thenceforth 
,  and  become  the  sole 
the  said  company,   to 

purposes  of  this  act; 
[>a3m[)ent,  tender,    and 

or  such  deposit  in  the 
;land  as  aforesaid,  shall 
nerge  all  outstanding 
ns  of  years,  and  to  bar 

all  dower  and  estate 
ler  estates  in  reversion 
er,  and  all  rights,  titles, 
and  trusts  whatsoever 
3  said  lands,  &c. 
The  lands  to  be  taken 
9/  the  said  railway  shall 
seventy-two  yards  in 
:cept  in  those  places 
*ater  breadth  shall  be 
issary  for  carriages  to 
or  unload,  and  to  turn 
I  other,  or  for  raising 
ts  for  crossing  valleys 
ids,  or  for  cuttings^  or 

and  establishment  of 
permanent  machinery, 
nrarehouses,  wharfs,  or 
>ns  and  buildings,  ex- 
•ar  the  terminations  of 
way  and  the  branches 


thereof,  in  the  respective  parishes 
of  Temple,  (otherwise  Holy  Cross), 
in  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of 
Bristol;  Bridgwater,  in  the  county 
of  Somerset;  and  Tiverton  and  St. 
Thomas,  in  the  county  of  Devon; 
and  except  also  on  commons,  downs, 
or  waste  grounds,  unless  with  the 
prenous  consent  in  writing  of  the 
owners  or  occupiers  of  any  lands 
which  the  said  company  shall  be 
desirous  of  appropriating  to  the  ob- 
taining greater  space  for  the  pur^ 
poses  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

Sect.  59.  No  deviation  from  the 
line  laid  down  on  the  plan  so  au- 
thenticated as  aforesaid,  between 
the  points  marked  V.  &  W.  thereon, 
shall  extend  to  a  greater  distance 
than  ten  yards  on  either  side  of 
such  line,  nor  between  the  points 
marked  V.  &  X.,  and  W.  &  Y.,  on 
the  said  plan,  more  than  twenty 
yards  on  the  western  side  of  the 
said  line,  nor  between  the  points 
marked  Y.  &  Z.  on  such  plan  more 
than  ten  yards  on  the  westward 
side  of  the  said  line  so  laid  down, 
without  the  previous  consent  in 
writing  of  the  owners  and  occupiers 
respectively  of  the  lands  adjoining 
the  said  railway;  and  that  the  said 
company,  in  making  the  aaid  rail" 
way  and  other  works  by  this  act  au- 
thorized, shall  not  deviate  from  the 
line  delineated  on  the  maps  or 
plans  so  deposited  with  the  clerks 
of  the  peace  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, with  or  without  the  consent 
of  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the 
lands  or  any  of  them,  to  a  greater 
distance  than   100  yards;  nor  in 
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JBjre*.  of  PUoit  but  merely  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid;  they  do  not 
-    change  the  property,  or  give  a  title  to  the  possession  of  tbe 

Doe 

Paths         passing  through  any  city  or  town 
••  to  a  greater  distance  than  ten  yards 

a'dExL'tbr  ^"'^  ^^'®  ^*°®  "^  delineated  upon 
Railway  Co.  the  said  plans ;  nor  shall  any  devi- 
ation to  be  made  by  the  said  com- 
pany extend  into  the  lands  or  pro- 
perty of  any  person  whose  name  is 
not  mentioned  in  the  said  book  of 
reference,  unless  the  name  of  such 
person  shall  have  been  omitted  by 
mistake,  and  unless  the  fact  that 
such  omission  proceeded  from  mis- 
take shall  have  been  certified  in 
manner  hereinbefore  provided  for 
in  cases  of  unintentional  errors  in 
the  said  book  of  reference :  pro- 
vided always,  that  the  said  com- 
pany shall  have  power  to  deviate 
to  the  extent  hereinfore  mentioned, 
and  to  make  such  deviation  in  the 
section  as  may  be  neccessary  in 
consequence  thereof. 

Sect.  235.  No  proceeding  to  be 
had  or  taken  in  pursuance  of  this 
act  shall  be  quashed  or  vacated  for 
want  of  form,  or  be  removed  by 
certiorari,  &c. 

Sect.  242.  And  whereas  the 
probable  expense  of  making  the 
said  railway  and  the  other  works 
hereby  authorized  will  amount  to 
the  sum  of  £1,500,000,  and  the 
sum  of  iC750,000  and  upwards,  or 
one-half  thereof,  has  been  already 
subscribed  for  by  several  persons 
under  a  contract  binding  them- 
selves, their  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  for  the 
payment  of  the  several  sums  by 
them  respectively  subscribed  for; 
be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  the 
whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £1,500,000 


shall  be  subscribed  for  in  thefiki 
manner,  before  any  of  the  potcs 
given  by  this  act  in  reiaiiom  to  tk 
compuleory  takht§  of  land  for  lb 
purposes  of  the  aaid  railwi^  iM 
be  put  in  force. 

Sect.  243.  Provided,  ^i 
certificate  under  the  band  and  mi 
of  any  justice  of  the  peaes  fr 
either  of  the  respective  oomtiM 
of  Somerset  and  Devon,  or  for  ds 
city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Bri^ 
to],  or  the  city  and  county  of  ds 
city  of  Exeter,  that  the  whofe  d 
the  said  sum  of  £1,600,000  hA 
been  subscribed  as  aforesaid,  (ai 
which  certificate  such  jmtiee  ii 
hereby  authorized  and  reqiuRd  li 
grant  on  application  made  to  Ua 
by  the  said  company,  and  on  fi^ 
duction  of  the  subscription  deedrf 
or  relating  to  tbe  said  compifl^ 
shall  for  all  purposes  whatsseNt 
be  conclusive  evidence  that  thi 
whole  of  the  sum  of  £1,500^ 
has  been  subscribed. 

Sect  257.    Unlets  the  Slid  esa- 
pany  shall,  within  the  space  of  tf* 
years  to  be  computed  from  the  ] 
ing  of  this  act,  agroe  for,  or 
to  be  valued  and  paid  for  aa  in  itti 
act  is  mentioned,  the  lands  vUdk. 
they  are  by  this  act  empoweredi  li 
take  or  use,  or  otherwise  so : 
thereof  as  shall  be  by  them  dcawl 
necessary  and  proper  for  the  fi^ 
poses  of  making  the  said  rulwi^it 
other  works  hereby  autbofiied,  ta 
and  from  thenceforth  tbe  povA 
which  are  hereby  granted  to  tai 
forukiogorunngtodilttdi^ 
ceue  and  b«  atteriy  rou,l,mnm 
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jury  are  not  even  to  ascertain  who  is  the  party  Etek.  of  pum, 
>  receive  the  money ;  they  are  simply  to  decide 
mount  to  be  received.  Every  thing  necessary 
e  jurisdiction  for  this  purpose  is  stated  in  the 
.  It  is  said  that  it  ought  to  state  the  £etct  that 
capital  has  been  subscribed,  because^  by  s.  242, 
be  done  '^  before  any  of  the  powers  given  by  the 
.tion  to  the  compulsory  taking  of  land  for  the 
f  the  railway  shall  be  put  in  force.^'  But  what 
make  it  necessary  that  this  fact  should  appear 
usition  ?  The  sheriff  is  not  to  adjudicate  upon 
)f  the  parties ;  it  is  a  mere  inquest  of  office  to 
le  value.    [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether 


le  consent  in  writing 
and  occupiers  thereof 

xxvi. — Sect  1.  All 
uthorides,  proyitions, 
»,  matters,  and  things 
the  said  recited  act 
4,  c.  xxxvi)  (except 
lereof  respectively  as 
t  repealed,  altered,  or 
vided  for)  shall  ex- 
instrued  to  extend  to 
to  the  several  works 
lereby  authorixed  or 

made  and  done,  and 
ind  be  in  force  in  re- 
Lirposes  and  objects  of 
>f  the  said  recited  act 

amended  by  this  act, 
fectually  to  all  intents 

whatsoever,  as  if  the 
luthorities,  provisions 
eated  and  re-enacted 

iecites  and  repeals  so 
17th  section  of  the  6 
a  is  above  set  forth.] 
rhe  time  by  the  said 


recited  act  limited  for  the  taking  or 
using  of  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
the  said  undertaking  thereby  autho- 
riied,  shall  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  revived,  and  extended  and 
enlarged  for  the  further  term  of 
three  years,  to  be  computed  from 
the  expiration  of  the  time  in  such 
act  mentioned. 

Sect.  14.  Upon  payment  or  legal 
tender  of  such  sums  of  money  as 
shall  have  been  agreed  upon  be- 
tween the  parties,  or  awarded  by  a 
jury  in  manner  in  the  said  recited 
act  mentioned,  for  the  purchase  of 
any  lands,  &c.  &c.,  or  if  any  party 
entitled  unto  or  to  convey  such 
lands  shall  not  be  known,  &c.,  or 
shall  refuse,  neglect,  or  be  miable 
from  any  cause  to  convey  the  same, 
then  upon  payment  of  such  money 
into  the  Bank  of  England  as  in  the 
said  recited  act  directed,  &c.,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Com- 
pany immediately  to  enter  upon 
such  lands,  &c.  &c.,  [proceeding 
to  re-enact  s.  47  of  the  former  act, 
with  an  additional  proviso]. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  it  is  not  enough  to  state  in  the  inquisition  all  that  is  re- 

'  ^     quired  by  the  section  relating  to  the  inquisition;  aad 

Doe         whether^  if  there  have  been  a  non-compliance  with  the  ad 

Payne        by  the  non-payment  of  the  capital^  that  should  not  have 

The  Bristol    come  by  way  of  answer  from  the  plaintiff.]     It  may  abo 

AND  Exeter    |jg  answered,  that  at  all  events  the  statement  is  mere  mat- 
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ter  of  form, — merely  a  sort  of  preface  to  shew  that  the 
sheriff  is  acting  within  his  jurisdiction;   and  if  so,  the 
want  of  it  is  cured  by  s.  235.   The  cases  furnish  no  autho- 
rity for  the  plaintiff  on  this  point.    In  Rex  v.  Baff$haw{u), 
there  was  an  order  (of  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  for  di- 
verting a  road)  as  well  as  an  inquisition ;  and  these  were 
quashed,  because,  on  the  proceedings  taken  altogether,  there 
appeared  to  be  no  jurisdiction.    In  Rex  v.  Mayor  ofLuer' 
pool  (4),  the  notice  required  before  the  proceeding  by  in- 
quisition, was  not  in  fact  given.     [^Parke,  B. — ^There  isin 
that  case  the  opinion  of  Lord  Mansfield,  that  the  notice 
ought  to  have  appeared  upon  the  inquisition :  but  in  fuX 
there  was  no  notice  there.]     In  Rex  v.  Trustees  of  JVbr- 
wich  V.  Walton  Roads  (c),  the  Court  appeared  to  think  the 
inquisition  bad,  because  it  did  not  set  out  that  the  parties 
had  been  served  with  notices  to  treat,  although  there  fai 
no  decision  on  the  point.     Here,  however,  the  inquisition 
does  set  out  that  fact.    The  case  of  Reg.  v.  South  Holbad 
Drainage  Committee  {d)  admits  of  the  same  answer.  There 
the  Court  refused  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  inqui8iti00# 
on  the  ground  that  the  party  had  waived  the  notice  len- 
dered  necessary  by  the  act  of  Parliament ;  and  all  th^ 
was  said  as  to  the  necessity  of  its  appearing  on  the  fiic^ 
of  the  inquisition  is  therefore  extra-judicial.     Agaiiii  i** 
the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Trustees  of  Swansea  Harbour  {e),  ib* 
point  was  not  decided,  the  Court  holding  that  such  9^ 
objection  could  not  be  insisted  on  by  the  trustees,  who^^ 

(a)  7  T.  R.  363.  P.  32. 

(b)  4  Burr.  2244.  (d)  8  Add.  &  EIL  429. 

(c)  5  Add.  k  £11.  563;  1  N.  &         (e)  Id.  439. 
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Inty  it  was  to  give  the  notice :  and  the  judgment  of  Lit-  E*eh.  of  pum, 
iedaky  J.,  would  rather  go  to  shew  that  the  statement  was     ^  ^      . 
mnecessary  altogether.     [Parke,  B. — I  see  the  sheriff  is         Doe 
»  give  a  judgment ;  therefore  every  thing  necessary  to  give       Patne 
bim  jurisdiction  should  appear  on  the  inquisition  and  judg-    ^he  Bristol 
ment^  or  some  part  of  it.]  It  does  so.  It  is  not  a  judgment   ^^^  Exeter 
to  bind  any  right,  or  give  any  title ;  it  is  only  a  judgment        ''''*'' ''''' 
on  the  inquisition^  which  is  merely  as  to  value.  This  is  but 
a  step  in  the  proceedings;  as  such^  it  is  perfect  on  the  face 
of  it;  inasmuch  as  it  shews  that  the  matters  rendered  neces- 
nry  preliminaries  by  the  25th  section,  had  been  done. 

Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  question  as  to  the  demo- 
Am,  which  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  57th 
md  59th  sections  of  the  act.     S.  57  limits  the  breadth 
of  tlie  lands  to  be  taken  for  the  line  of  the  railway,  except 
in  those  places  where  a  greater  breadth  shall  be  judged 
necessary  for  carriages  to  wait,  load  or  unload,  &c.,  &c., 
«nd  except  with  consent  of  the  owners,  to  twenty-two 
Tvds.    Then  s.  59  enacts,  that  '^  no  deviation  from  tJie 
Aielaid  down  in  the  plan^^  to  be  deposited  with  the  clerk 
of  the  peace,  shall  extend,  within  certain  points  mentioned, 
te  a  greater  distance  than  ten  yards  '^  on  either  side  of 
>Qch  line  -''  and  that  the  Company,  in  making  the  railway 
^  other  works  authorized  by  the  act,  shall  not  deviate 
from  the  line  delineated  on  the  plan,  with  or  without  con- 
sent, to  a  greater  distance  than  100  yards.     The  effect 
^  that  clause  is  merely  to  substitute  the  deviated  line  for 
^e  original  line,  with  the  same  powers,  with  respect  to 
^^  making  of  cuttings,  embankments,  &c.,  as  belonged, 
V  a.  8,  to  the  original  line.     The  admeasurement  of  the 
100  yards  is  to  be  fjpom  "  the  line  delineated  on  the  plan,'^ 
^  ^.  the  line  of  passage  of  the  railway  itself:  there  is 
^<^hiiig  on  the  plan  to  shew  the  cuttings  or  embankments. 
•*feasuring  from  that  point,  the  substituted  line  is  within 
*^  100  yards.    The  Company  have  power  to  make  such 
^^^iation  m  the  section  as  may  be  necessary  in  consequence 
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ExcK  of  PUatt  of  the  deviation  of  the  line :  it  is  clear^  therefore,  that  it  ii 

not  to  be  a  mere  surface  measiurement.  There  ii  no 
deviation — no  change  de  vid — by  merely  extending  the 
cuttings. 

Thirdly,  the  objection  that  some  other  land  has  been 
taken  for  the  deviation  which  is  not  within  the  act,  cannot 
avail  the  plaintiff.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  answer  is,  that  yon 
have  agreed  with  the  owner.  What  have  the  rest  of  the 
world  to  do  with  it  ?  You  cannot  take  compulaorily  land 
not  mentioned  in  the  plan ;  but  that  does  not  prevent  yom 
from  taking  by  agreement  lands  not  mentioned,  if  the  de- 
viation be  within  the  100  yards.] 

Fourthly,  it  is  objected  that  the  powers  of  the  6  ft  7 
Will.  4,  had  ceased,  and  were  not  properly  revived  at  the 
time  when  this  land  was  taken.    The  first  section  of  the 
1  Vict.  c.  xxvi,  incorporates  into  it  all  the  powers,  antlio- 
rities,  clauses,  &c.,  of  the  former  act,  as  fully  as  if  thqr 
were  repeated  and  re-enacted  therein.    Then  s.  14  enacti^ 
that  on  payment  or  tender  of  such  sums  of  money  as  «U7 
have  been  agreed  upon,  or  awarded  by  a  jury,  for  the  pat* 
chase  of  lands,  or,  if  (inter  alia)  the  parties  shall  idoBO, 
neglect,  or  be  unable  to  convey  the  same,  then  upon  paj* 
ment  of  such  money  into  the  Bank  of  England,  at  is  tttf * 
recited  act  directed,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to 
enter  upon  the  lands.     Here,  at  the  time  when  the  M 
act  expired,  nothing  remained  to  be  done  but  the  payment 
of  the  money  into  the  Bank,  which  was  done,  after  tb0 
passing  of  the  second  act,  in  the  manner  directed  by  t]i0 
first  act,  and  was  therefore  well  done  under  the  proviiioDi 
of  s.  14. 


jBrfe,  Crowder,  and  FUzherbert,  contra.  —First,  as  to 
the  question  of  deviation,  which  is  one  of  very  great  ifl^' 
portance.  Hitherto  all  persons  have  supposed  that  they 
would  have  notice  before  their  lands  were  taken  for  tb^ 
purposes  of  the  railway,  but  by  the  construction  the  Coorf 
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18  called  upon  by  the  other  side  to  adopts  it  may  happen  Exeh.  of  puas, 
that  although  the  deviation  of  the  actual  line  of  the  rail-  ^  *^  '  . 
mj  is  but  ninety-nine  yards^  the  lands  of  a  person  100  !><>> 
yndi  farther  off  may  be  taken  for  a  cutting.  [Parke,  B. —  Patne 
If  they  be  mentioned  in  the  plan  and  books  of  reference;  the  Bristol 
tiicre  is  no  compulsory  power  except  over  them.]  The  ^"^  Exbtbr 
plaintiff  contends  that  the  deviation  in  s.  59^  means  a  de- 
liation  in  taking  lands  as  well  as  in  making  the  line  of 
ittlway.  The  'Hands  to  be  taken  for  the  line^'  of  the  rail- 
way^ in  s.  57^  clearly  mean  the  lands  to  be  taken  for  cut- 
tings^  kc.y  as  well  as  for  the  railroad  itself.  It  is  to  be  of 
Ae  breadth  of  twenty-two  yards  only  when  on  a  perfect 
plane,  but  a  greater  breadth  is  allowed  in  the  case  of  em- 
buikments^  cuttings^  &c.  &;c.  The  Une,  therefore^  here  means 
tke  twenty-two  yards  or  greater  necessary  breadth.  Then 
s*  59  provides^  that  no  deviation  firom  the  Une  laid  down 
o&  the  plan,  between  certain  points,  shall  extend  to  a 
greater  distance  than  ten  yards  on  either  side  of  such  line. 
There,  again,  the  line  means  the  twenty-two  yards,  firom 
the  side  of  which  the  measurement  is  to  be.  It  then  goes 
^  to  enact,  that  the  Company,  in  making  the  railway 
^  other  works  authorized  by  the  act,  shall  not  deviate 
^  the  line  delineated  on  the  plan  above  100  yards ;  nor 
•hall  any  deviation  "  extend  into  the  lands"  of  any  person 
^  mentioned  in  the  book  of  reference,  unless  omitted 
■7  inistake.  Here  the  language  corresponds  with  the  ex- 
P^on  in  s.  57,  as  to  the  'Mands  to  be  taken  for  the 
'^e/'  and  shews  that  the  deviation  means  the  whole  extent 
^  which  the  lands  are  to  be  taken.  The  object  of  all 
^^  clauses  is  to  protect  the  landowners,  and  they  ought 
^  be  80  construed  as  to  effectuate  that  object.  Suppose  a 
I*rty  has  a  field  within  the  100  yards,  and  therefore  his 
^e  and  that  of  the  field  is  mentioned  in  the  book  of 
'^^srence,  but  he  has  also  other  land  several  fields  off,  can 
*®  Company  take  that  for  cuttings  ?  Such  is  the  conse- 
^^ce  of  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  side.    It  is  submitted^  however,  that  the  proper  constrac- 

tion  is,  in  measuring  the  100  yards,  to  place  the  deviated 
as  well  as  the  parliamentary  line  on  perfectly  level  gnnmd, 
and  to  exclude  firom  consideration  all  discretionary  iddi* 
tions.  The  inconvenience  of  the  contrary  constmctin 
will  be  more  apparent  in  the  case  of  a  town,  where  mij 
ten  yards'  deviation  is  allowed,  but  forty  or  fifty  might  be 
required  for  cuttings. 

Secondly,  it  is  admitted  that  the  inquisition  must  ahet 
jurisdiction;  but  it  is  said  that  the  jurisdiction  is  to  be ai* 
sumed  as  to  matters  required  by  other  sections  of  the  ati* 
tute,  until  it  be  negatived.  IParkCy  B. — ^There  are  caiei 
to  shew  that  an  excuse  mentioned  in  a  proviso  need  not  he 
noticed  in  a  conviction.  Here  s.  242  is  in  the  naton 
of  a  proviso,  cutting  down  aU  the  compulsory  powers  pre- 
viously given.]  It  is  not  in  the  form  of  a  proviso;  its 
rather  a  preliminary  to  all  the  compulsory  clauses. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  operation  of  the  two  acts  of  Padii- 
ment  taken  together.  There  was  a  chasm  between  lii 
acts,  from  the  19th  of  May  to  the  11th  of  June,  duBBg 
which  period  all  the  compulsory  powers  were  gone.  The 
inquisition  was  held  while  the  first  act  was  in  force :  bet 
something  yet  remained  to  be  done  before  the  defendante 
could  acquire  title ;  viz.  the  payment  into  the  Bank  d 
England  under  s.  47,  which  is  to  be  upon  a  rt^fiud^ 
neglect  to  convey.  The  first  act  expired  before  the  a^pt 
cation  was  made  for  that  purpose :  the  question  is,  didthe 
subsequent  act  revive  it  for  this  purpose?  S.  1  merely in^ 
corporates  the  clauses  of  the  former  act,  as  if  re-enactel 
from  that  time;  s.  2  repeals  that  part  of  s.  47,  whidi 
gave  the  title  on  payment  of  the  money,  and  s.  14re-eiiadB 
it  with  an  additional  proviso;  but  it  cannot  be  said  te 
revive  it  as  to  past  transactions.  The  payment  into  tbe 
Bank  is  to  be  made  "  in  the  manner  in  the  recited  act  wear 
tioned,''  but  not  under  the  old  act.  Then  s.  12  remetvA 
extends  the  time  for  taking  or  using  lands,  for  the  fbrther 
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term  of  three  years  from  the  expiration  of  the  time  men-  Exek.  of  PUat, 
tioned  in  the  6  &  7  Will.  4;  hut  it  has  no  words  giving  a  ^ 

coDtinuing  validity  to  proceedings  had  under  the  former         ^^^ 
act.    IParke,  B. — Sect.  14  may  he  read  so  as  to  embrace        Payne 
aU  Tahiations  imder  former  inquisitions :  the  words  *'  shall   tqe  Bristol 
Imt  been  agreed  upon  or  awarded/'  were  probably  intro-   ^^^^^^ 
dooed  for  that  very  purpose.    Why  should  the  Company 
go  through  the  expensive  form  of  a  new  inquisition?]  The 
dfect  of  the  repeal  of  an  act  of  Parliament  is  completely  to 
obliterate  it,  as  if  it  had  never  passed,  except  as  to  trans- 
actions completely  carried  into  effect ;  Key  v.  Goodwin  (a), 
SKsriees  v.  Ellison  (6).    Then,  are  those  words  in  the  14th 
^on  sufficient  to  revive  that  which  has  become  wholly 
Bugatory  and  void  ?    Moreover,  the  subsequent  words  are, 
"if  any  party  shall  refuse,  neglect,^'  &c.,  not  '^ shall  have 
wfiaed  or  neglected.*'     Here  the  order  which  was  the 
inmdation   of  the  payment  was  not  obtained  until  the 
12th  of  June,  there  was  therefore  no  neglect  or  refusal 
^er  the  new  act. 

The  last  point,  as  to  the  effect  of  passing  through 
Eniveton's  land,  is  included  within  the  first,  if  the  con- 
itraction  of  the  act  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  be  the 
cwrect  one. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
diachai^ed.  The  first  question  which  has  been  made  in 
^  case  is,  whether  the  inquisition  was  sufficient. 

Now  it  must  be  admitted,  according  to  the  authorities 
on  this  subject,  that  inasmuch  as  there  is  to  be  an  extraor- 
^iiuuy  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  sheriff,  in  giving  judg- 
"^t  as  to  the  amoimt  of  compensation,  every  thing  that 
**8  made  preliminary  by  the  act  of  Parliament  ought  to 
"^  set  out  on  the  face  of  the  inquisition.  The  question  is, 
whether  all  that  the  act  makes  necessary  is  set  out  on  the 

(a)  6  Bing.  576.  (b)  9  B.  &  C.  750;  2  Man.  &  R.  586. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  face  of  the  inquisition^  at  the  foot  of  which  is  the  sheriiPi 
1840.        judgment.    It  seems  to  me  that  it  is.  All  that  the  act  re- 
quires in  the  first  instance,  is  to  be  found  in  the  35ili 
section ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  every  thing  which  tliat 
section  makes  necessary  has  been  duly  set  out  on  the  &oe  of 
the  inquisition.     The  only  question  is,  whether  what  u 
made  necessary  by  the  242nd  section  ought  to  have  been 
set  out :  and  it  seems  to  me  that  that  section,  although  it 
is  not  in  the  terms  of  a  proviso,  is  in  substance  a  defes- 
sance  of  all  the  powers  given  by  the  act  of  Parliament  to 
enable  the  Company  to  take  compulsory  possession  of  landi^ 
and  that  this,  so  coming  by  way  of  defeasance,  would  be  in 
answer,  and  ought  to  come  from  the  other  side,  and  need 
not  be  set  out  on  the  face  of  the  inquisition  and  judgment 
It  is  perfectly  well  settled,  that  every  thing  that  comes  in 
reality  by  way  of  proviso  and  defeasance,  need  not  be 
inserted  in  a  conviction,  but  must  come  by  way  of  defenoei 
In  this  case  we  think  it  was  incumbent  on  Mr.  Payne,  in 
order  to  do  away  with  the  effect  of  the  inquisition,  vA 
to  prevent  the  Company  from  acting  on  it,  to  have  shewn, 
on  his  part  that  the  £1,500,000  had  not  been  subscribed. 
The  next  and  important  question  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  Company  were  authorized  to  make  a  deviation 
in  the  direction  in  which  the  deviation  in  question  wis 
made.     It  appears  on  the  evidence  on  the  cause,  that 
the  new  railroad  was  within  100  yards  of  what  wooA 
have  been  the  centre  of  the  rails  of  the  old  parliament* 
tary  railroad,  but  that  the  cuttings  went  considerably 
beyond  the  100  yards.    The  question  is,  whether  the  Com-' 
pany  were  authorized  to  make  these  cuttings  b^ond  th^ 
100  yards;  and  it  appears  to  me  clearly  that  they  were. 

In  order  to  decide  that  question,  we  must  refer  to  tli^ 
different  sections  in  the  act  of  Parliament  which  give  th^ 
Company  the  power  of  making  the  railroad,  and  the  powee^ 
of  deviating.  [His  Lordship  read  the  5th  section  of  th^ 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  xxxvi.]     If  the  act  of  Parliament  li»^ 
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Btood  there^  and  there  had  been  no  permission  given  to  Exch.  of  Pleas, 
make  any  deviation,  and  there  had  been  no  restriction  as 
to  the  width  of  the  railway,  the  Company  would  have  been 
bound  to  make  the  railroad  precisely  in  the  mode  pointed 
out  in  the  parliamentary  plan,  of  a  convenient  and  reason- 
able width.      But  the  57th   section  then  restricts  the 
width  which  they  are  not  to  exceed,  but  they  may  have  any 
iridth  they  please  within  those  limits.     [His  Lordship 
read  s.  57.]    That  would  have  empowered  the  Company  to 
make  a  railroad  twenty-two  yards  in  width,  if  they  pleased; 
and,  in  applying  the  parliamentary  line  to  the  road,  they 
nmst  have  taken  it  along  the  centre  of  the  twenty-two 
yards,  and  having  fixed  the  line  in  which  it  was  to  go,  they 
iniglit  have  a  railroad  of  the  width  of  twenty-two  yards 
on  the  plane,  and  then  would  be  authorized  to  make,  be- 
yond that  space^  embankments  and  cuttings  reasonable 
ud  necessary  according  to  the  nature  of  the  soil,  and 
toO-houses,  warehouses,  wharfs,  and  places  for  the  carriages 
to  stand  or  turn. 

Now  comes  the  59th  section,  on  which  this  question 

^'ifiu.     [His  Lordship  read  that  section.]     It  appears  to 

^  that  the  true  construction  of  that  clause  is,  that  the 

^^otanpany  may  make  a  railroad  in  a  new  Une,  which  new 

"^^  shall  be  on  a  line  to  be  laid  down,  not  exceeding  100 

y**^  from  the  old  line.    I  feel  no  doubt  or  difiiculty 

•*^Ut  it ;  and  any  other  construction  would  lead  to  very 

P^t  inconvenience.   It  is  the  same  as  if  they  were  autho- 

'^^^  to  alter  the  parliamentary  plan  in  that  way,  and  to 

^'^^e  a  new  road  in  the  altered  direction.    The  proper 

^^^e  of  comparing  the  old  line  and  the  new  line,  would 

^  t}da:  supposing  you  laid  down  on  the  surface  of  the 

P'^^'Und  a    thin    piece   of   string   or  tape,  the  thinner 

^^  better,  exactly  in  the  line  originally  authorized  by 

^^   act  of  Parliament,  (which  would  be,  I  take  it,  in 

^^  centre  of  the  twenty-two  yards),  you  may  then  lay 

^^Wn  a  new  tape,  at  a  distance  not  exceeding  100  yards 
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Ejch.  of  PieaSf  from  the  old  tape^  and  may  make  the  substitnted  rail-: 

in  that  direction ;  that  being  so,  you  have  all  the  po' 
in  respect  to  the  new  line  as  you  had  with  respec 
the  old  line ;  you  may  make  all  the  cuttings  or  embi 
ments  reasonable  and  proper,  and  all  the  erections 
buildings  necessary  for  this  new  line,  just  as  if  the  i 
line  had  been  inserted  in  the  parliamentary  plan,  i 
distance  of  100  vards  from  the  former.  It  follows  fi 
this,  that  the  measurement  is  to  be  a  horizontal  n 
surement  troia  the  one  to  the  other,  that  is,  it  is  to 
according  to  the  base. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  this  is  a  great  hardship  on 
proprietors  of  lands,  for  they  have  no  notice  of  the  ini 
tion  of  the  legislature  to  give  such  powers  to  the  C 
pany.  But  the  proprietors  of  lands  are  bound  to  consi 
the  act  according  to  its  true  meaning;  if  then  this 
the  true  construction  of  the  act,  they  are  required  to  \ 
notice  of  that  true  construction.  It  is  said,  this  woulc 
a  great  hardship  on  persons  whose  names  are  not  insa 
in  the  book  of  reference,  and  would  enable  the  Comp 
to  make  slopes,  and  erect  their  works,  out  of  the  pK 
places  entered  in  the  book.  But  it  appears  to  me  1 
that  by  no  means  follows  fr^m  the  position  we  have 
down,  but  that  it  would  be  incompetent  to  the  Compt 
in  making  their  new  line,  to  trespass  at  all  on  the  li 
of  persons,  without  their  consent,  whose  names  were 
contained  in  the  books  of  reference ;  because  they  an 
exercise,  with  respect  to  the  new  line,  all  the  powers  t 
had  as  to  the  old  line;  that  is,  they  may  make,  i 
respect  to  the  new  line,  all  proper  works  and  conveniei 
"  in,  under,  and  over  the  lands  delineated  in  the  plan, 
described  in  the  books  of  reference."  Therefore,  1 
cannot  make,  without  the  consent  of  the  owners, 
works,  except  upon  lands  which  are  specified  in  the  he 
of  reference,  and  delineated  on  the  plan.  It  seems  to 
therefore,  that  if  any  other  construction  than  this  msn 
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kpntupon  tlie  act  of  Parliament,  it  would  be  productive  of  E*ch.  of  PUat, 
great  uncertainly  and  inconvenience ;  because  it  is  impoa-     ^   ^      . 
able  to  tell,  before  they  have  cut  the  railroad,  and  have  got  ^^^ 

it  at  the  proper  level,  what  will  be  the  degree  of  slope  that        Payne 
liB  be  required  for  it;  that  must  depend  entirely  on  the    the  Bristol 
nature  of  the  strata  through  which  the  railroad  is  made :    ^^^  Exeter 
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a&d  if  the  powers  of  the  Company  were  to  depend  on  what 
might  turn  out  to  be  the  length  of  the  slope  required,  it 
voold  be  impossible  to  work  with  a  certainty  of  being 
vithin  the  powers  given  by  the  act  of  Parliament.  It 
appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  principal  objection  in 
this  case  is  disposed  of. 

Then  there  is  another  objection,  that  the  railroad  was 
i&ade  over  the  lands  of  a  Mr.  Kniveton,  whose  name  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  books  of  reference,  nor  in  the  plan,  with 
leTerence  to  this  particular  property.    It  seems  to  me  that 
fliat  is  no  objection.     The  59th  section  provides,  that  the 
deviation  shall  not  be  made  through  any  land  not  men- 
tioned in  the  books  of  reference;  and  if  this  deviation, 
that  is,  the  new  line  which  the  Company  are  authorized  to 
make,  have  trespassed  on  Mr.  Kniveton^s  lands,  it  would 
be  unauthorized  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  that,  pro- 
bably, whether  with  or  without  the  consent  of  Mr.  Knive- 
ton; because,  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons,  landowners 
ttid  all  others  interested  in  the  railroad,  it  is  provided 
that  it  shall  not  deviate  beyond  the  100  yards,  with  or 
without  the  consent  of  any  one.     But  the  line  of  deviation 
in  the  new  raUroad  does  not  go  upon  his  land,  though 
iome  of  the  slopes  necessary  to  make  that  line  extend  into 
it   With  respect  to  that,  Mr.  Kniveton  alone  has  to  com- 
plain ;  and  if  he  give  his  consent,  it  is  no  objection  on  the 
part  of  any  other  person  interested  in  the  railroad. 

That  disposes  of  all  the  objections  in  the  case,  except 
^  last.  Now  the  last  objection  is,  that  the  inquisition 
^^  taken  under  the  old  act  of  Parliament,  which  expired, 

VOL.  VI.  A   A  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  in  consequence  of  the  operation  of  the  257th  section,  i 
.,JfJ2:_^    the  19th  of  May,  1838. 

Doe  In  this  case,  the  inquisition  was  held  within  the  ti 

Payne        years,  but  the  payment  into  the  Bank  of  England  didw 

The  Bristol    ^^^  place  until  after  the  expiration  of  that  period.   At  iiu 

AND  Exeter    ^^^^    ^-jjere  is  no  doubt  that,  under  the  act  of  the  6 1 
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Will.  4,  the  Company  had  no  power  to  enter  upon  the  lau 
in  question.  The  question  then  is,  to  what  extent  aie  tl 
powers  of  that  act  revived  by  the  statute  of  1  Vict,  en? 
The  first  clause,  which  incorporates  the  provi^ons  of  ti 
old  act  with  respect  to  the  works  to  be  done  under  ti 
new  act,  does  not  appear  to  me  to  bear  upon  this  questicn 
but  I  think,  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  14th  se 
tion,  power  is  given  to  the  Company  to  act  upon  tl 
findings  of  the  jury,  on  inquisitions  taken  under  ti 
former  act.  It  appears  to  me  to  have  been  the  intentu 
of  the  legislature  to  give  effect  to  all  the  inquisitions  tli 
had  been  taken  under  the  old  act.  [His  Lordship  re 
s.  14.]  Now  it  seems  to  me  that  that  clause  enables  i 
Company  to  proceed  on  an  old  inquisition,  acting,  si 
all  future  steps,  in  tha  manner  directed  by  the  14th  « 
tion ;  and  they  could  not  have  paid  the  money  into  t 
Bank  of  England,  unless  there  had  been  a  refussl 
neglect  to  make  out  a  title,  according  to  the  provisions 
the  former  act,  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  14 
section.  It  becomes,  therefore,  a  short  question  of  6 
whether  there  was  in  this  case,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Ptyi 
any  neglect  to  make  out  a  good  title  to  such  lands  to  t 
satisfaction  of  the  Company.  Now  the  facts  are,  that  t 
act  of  Parliament  came  into  operation  on  the  llth 
June,  and  that  upon  the  12th  of  June,  an  application  i 
made  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for  an  order  to  pay 
the  money ;  and  on  the  21st  of  June,  the  money  was  p 
in.  Now  the  question  is,  whether  there  was  in  this  c 
reasonable  evidence  to  go  to  the  juiy ;  if  there  was,  aD  i 
points  in  the  case  being  referred  to  us,  we  are  to  decide 
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ire  were  in  the  place  of  the  jury.    The  Companj  had  to  Bxch.  of  pieas, 

3W  that  there  was  neglect  between  the  11th  of  June  and 

i  2]8tj  and  not  between  the  11th  and  12th^  when  the 

ler  was  obtained  by  the  Company  provisionally^  in  order 

sreafter  to  pay  the  money;  if  they  pay  the  money    the  Bristol 

thin  two  months  aft«r  the  neglect  or  refusal — ^if  there    r^JJ.^"'^ 

s  been  a  sufficient  neglect  or  refusal  to  make  out  a  title— 

ey  are  entitled  to  proceed  under  this  act  of  Parliament. 

be  question  therefore  is,  not  whether  there  was  a  suffi- 

ent  time  between  the  11th  and  12th  of  June,  when  the 

fiet  was  obtained,  but  between  the  11th  and  the  2l8t  of 

one,  when  the  money  was  paid  into  Court,  to  see  if  Mr. 

^Ajne  had  been  guilty  of  neglect  in  not  making  out  his 

tie.    Can  there  be  the  least  doubt  of  that  ?    It  is  clear 

ii*^  Payne  meant  to  keep  the  Company  at  arm's  length, 

d  do  nothing.    The  neglect  to  make  out  a  title  for  ten 

fu,  after  he  knew  what  had  taken  place,  was  amply  suffi- 

xit  to  justify  the  Company  in  paying  the  money  into 

Qtit.     It  seems   to  me,  therefore,  that  on  this  last 

Action  also,  tiie  defendants  are  entitled  to  succeed,  and 

^^equently  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 


Vlbeeson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears 
tee  that  the  defendants  are  entitled,  on  all  the  points 
the  case,  to  retain  their  verdict. 

With  respect  to  the  deviation,  which  seems  to  be  the 
ticipal  point  on  which  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was 
L^t  to  be  obtained,  as  a  guide  for  the  construction  of 
^  of  Parliament  of  this  kind  in  future,  it  appears  to 
^  I  own,  to  be  a  very  simple  question.  In  the  parlia- 
'Kitary  plan  a  line  is  laid  down,  and  a  certain  devia- 
Ki  firom  that  line  is  permitted  to  take  place.  The 
^liamentary  plan  is  to  be  the  guide  for  persons  tak- 
^  it  in  their  hands,  to  know  in  what  direction  the  rail- 
id  is  to  go  across  the  face  of  the  country.  What  is 
t^e  line''  laid  down  in  the  parliamentary  plan?    What 

A  A  2 


346  CASES   IN    THB    EXCHBQUBRj 

Etch,  qf  Pieat,  line  across  the  face  of  the  country  does  it  represent?   It 

appears  to  me  that  it  represents  the  medium  filum  ^ise  of 


the  railway  which  is  to  be  thereafter  made ;  and  the  devi- 
ation which  is  to  be  allowed  is  to  be  a  deviation  between 
The  Bristol  ^^^  medium  filum  vise  of  the  railway,  as  described  by  the 
AND  Exeter  parliamentary  plan,  and  the  medium  filum  vi«  of  the  rail- 
way which  is  ultimately  to  be  laid  down ;  and  if  between 
these  two  corresponding  points  an  interval  of  not  more 
than  100  yards  exists,  measured  in  a  horizontal  level,  the 
deviation  does  not  exceed  that  which  is  allowed  by  the  act  of 
Parliament  to  be  made.  That  appears  to  me  to  be  a  cor- 
rect definition  of  the  deviation  allowed  by  the  59th  section 
of  the  act ;  and  if  that  be  so,  according  to  the  evidence  in 
this  case,  the  distance  between  the  two  lines  does  not 
exceed  the  limit  which  the  act  of  Parliament  has  pro- 
vided. 

But  it  is  suggested  to  us  that  the  word  "  deviation^'  can- 
not have  this  sense,  and  cannot  mean  the  interval  betweem 
the  two  media  fila  vise,  by  reason  of  the  words  in  the  same 
clause,  which  provide  that  '^the  deviation  shall  not  extenl 
into''  lands  not  mentioned  in  the  books  of  reference.   S^ 
perfectly  agree  that  the  deviation  cannot  extend  into  lante 
not  mentioned  in  the  books  of  reference ;  and  inasmuch  a9 
this  is  a  parliamentary  bargain  between  the  public  (indud^ 
ing  the  railway  proprietors)  on  the  one  side,  and  indivi- 
duals on  the  other,  I  agree  that  it  must  be  faithfuUy  an^ 
correctly  performed,  and  there  can  be  no  deviation  at  ai3 
into  lands  not  mentioned  or  defined  by  the  act  of  ParH^'— 
ment ;  for,  although  the  parties  themselves  might  permit  th.^ 
Company  to  go  over  some  of  their  lands,  yet  other  peop 
have  an  interest  not  to  allow  it.     But  this  provision, 
it  appears  to  me,  does  not  extend  to  more  than  the  Une  4/ 
railway — it  does  not  extend  to  slopes  and  embankment^* 
The  railway  itself  can  go  only  to  a  certain  distance  from  tb^ 
original  line,  and  when  it  does  not  exceed  that  distance,  it  casi 
be  of  no  importance  to  the  parties  through  whose  lands  it 
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asses,  whether  the  lands  of  other  people  be  taken  for  ExcH.  of  puat, 
lopes  or  embankments,  provided  they  be  taken  with  their  ^ 
:>n8ent;  they  cannot  be  taken  without.  It  therefore  ap- 
ears  to  me,  if  the  line  of  deviation  does  not  go  into  lands 
ot  contained  in  the  books  of  reference,  it  is  competent 
yt  the  Company  to  proceed  with  their  slopes  and  em- 
bankments in  other  lands,  provided  they  have  the  con- 
tent of  the  parties  to  whom  those  lands  belong,  and  not 
without. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  first  objection  fails : 
^th  respect  to  the  others,  I  shall  not  say  much  about  them, 
as  they  appear  to  have  been  already  fully  gone  into  by  my 
Brother  Parke.  The  last  objection,  as  to  the  operation  of 
^  two  acts  of  Parliament,  cannot  prevail.  There  can  be 
Qo  doubt  that  the  provisions  of  the  14th  section  were  framed 
01*  tie  express  purpose  of  having  reference  to  antecedent 
Q^tiisitions,  which  had  been  taken  under  the  former  act. 
^en  all  the  rest  is  a  question  for  the  jury ;  and  when 
^  look  at  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  can  we  doubt 
^t  the  jury,  properly  directed,  would  have  found  that 
^^  party  had  refused  or  was  unable  to  complete  his  title 

'the  satisfaction  of  the  Company?  in  which  case  the 
>t^pany  have  a  right  to  pay  the  money  into  the  Bank, 
4  give  themselves  a  good  title. 


OuKNBY,  B. — ^I  entirely  concur  with  my  learned  Brothers 
^very  respect  as  to  which  they  have  given  judgment, 
O.  I  should  only  be  repeating  in  worse  knguage  that 
^ch  they  have  said,  were  I  to  say  more. 


^feoLPE,  B. — I  did  not  hear  the  first  part  of  the  argu- 
^^tj  what  I  did  hear  induces  me  come  to  the  same 
^nion  as  the  rest  of  the  Court. 

Rule  discharged. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBEE. 


{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer,) 


PicKARD  V.  The  Attobney-Genebal. 
A  testator  de-     A  WRIT  of  error  having  been  brought  on  the  judgment 

▼ised  re&l  estate 

to  w.  T.  for      of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  this  case  {a),  it  was  now 

life,  with  re.        aTCUecl  bv 
mainder  to  his  ^  «^ 

first  and  other 

sons  in  tail,  •■-•»/»  i  i»»/«»  ii  -rrr      » :»•        ^  /• 

with  remainder  Erie,  for  the  plamtiff  in  error ;  and  oj  fraddington,  Kxr 
remainder  to'  *'  ^^^  defendant  in  error :  but  the  arguments  being  mb- 
his  first  and       stantially  the  same  as  those  which  were  urged  in  th^ 

other  sons  m  •^  "  ^ 

tail,  remainder    Court  bclow.  it  has  been  thought  unnecessary  to  detail 

to  G.  p.  for  life.   ....'. 
with  remainders   tliem  at  iengtn. 

TpoweTtl,  fhT      The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  deUvered  by 

several  persons 
who,  by  virtue 

of  the  limit-  Lord  Denman^  C.  J. — We  are  all  agreed  in  tWs 

wiu,°8houid\e    that  the  judgment  given  in  the  Court  below  is  oorrecty  am 
in  actual  posses-  ^^^  y^^  affirmed.    The  case  states  the  bequest  by  the 

sion  of  the  es-  *  •' 

tates,  by  deed  of  Mr.  Trenchard  to  the  Rev.  George  Pickard,  of  an 

point  to  any  for  life,  with  a  proviso  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  th 

women  they  Several  pcrsous  who  for  the  time  being  should,  by  virtcu 

should  marry,  ^f  ^ny  of  the  limitations  thereinbefore  contained,  be  m  tlu 

by  way  of  jom-  '' 

ture,  rent  actual  posscssiou^  or  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  aiu 

ceeding°£750    profits,  during  life,  by  deed  or  will,  to  grant  an  annual 

per  annum  for 
life,  to  be  issu- 
ing out  of  and  chargeable  upon  the  devised  estates,  clear  of  all  taies  and  deductions  whttsoer^^*^ 
W.  T.  died  without  issue,  and  T.  P.  entered  into  possession  of  the  estates,  and  by  his  ^*y 
charged  them  with  £750  per  annum  by  way  of  jointure  to  bis  wife,  under  the  power,  and  di^^ 
without  issue  male,  whereupon  G.  P.  entered  into  possession: — Held,  on  error  brought  on  t"^ 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  G.  P.  was  chargeable  with  legacy  duty  after  tb^ 
rate  of  £10  per  cent,  on  the  value  of  the  rent-charge  of  £750  per  annum,  afllrming  the  jn**^" 
ment  of  the  Court  below. 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  552. 
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>r  annuity  to  his  wife,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  Exeh.  Chamber, 

mns  thereinafter  mentioned.  Then  it  appears  that  Thomas     sjfjl^ 

.^ckard  became  possessed  as  tenant  for  life;  and  that       Pickard 

ly  his  will,  he  made  a  charge  in  favour  of  the  lady  there-    the  Attor- 

n  mentioned  by  way  of  annuity ;  that  annuity  has  been 

estimated  at  a  sum,  upon  which  the  Crown  is  entitled 

to  the  highest  duty,  if  the  legacy  is  liable  to  charge. 

Kow  it  appears  to  me,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  mere 

statement  of  that  state  of  things  is  enough  to  shew  that 

t^  is  a  legacy  left  by  the  will  of  John  Trenchard.    By  that 

wiU^  he  creates  the  power  of  granting  an  annuity;  that 

aanuity  is  afterwards  granted,  whether  by  will  or  deed  is 

immaterial^  and  it  is  the  operation  of  the  will  creating  the 

umuity  that  is  to  be  considered.     The  4th  section  of  the 

tatute  45  Geo.  8,  provides,  in  clear  terms,  ^^  that  every 

ift  by  any  will  or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person 

jring  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  which,  by  virtue  of  any 

loh  will  or  testamentary  instrument,   shall  have  effect 

i^  l)e  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  such  person  so 

yi^g,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which  such  person 

^^^U  have  power  to  dispose  of  as  he  or  she  shall  think  fit,  or 

Hich  shall  have  been  charged  upon  or  made  payable  out 

^  any  real  estate,  or  be  directed  to  be  satisfied  out  of  any 

Monies  to  arise  by  the  sale  of  any  real  estate  of  the  person 

>  ^ying,  or  which  such  person  may  have  the  power  to  dis- 

'^^^  of,  whether  the  same  shall  be  given  by  way  of  annuity 

"^  in  any  other  form,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a 

^^acy  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act,'' — 

herring,  at  that  moment,  to  the  will  that  should  execute 

^^  power,  and  not  the  will  that  created  it ;  but  that  is 

^^  the  mode  of  stating  what  constitutes  a  legacy,  and  in 

^is  case  it  is  clearly  a  legacy  under  the  one  will  or  the  other. 

't  i«  a  legacy  under  the  later  will  in  fact,  but  in  operation  of 

^w  it  is  a  legacy  under  the  other  will;  and  the  question  is,  in 

^tat  character  it  is  to  pay  the  duty  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 

derives  its  legal  character  out  of  the  original  will,  and  not 
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Etch.  Chamber,  the   engrafted  will.     Then    a    proviso   follows : — "  That 

v_..^«l^     nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  extend  to 

PicKARD       the  charging  with  the  duties  by  this  act  granted,  any  spe- 

v» 

The  Attor-    cific  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  any  share  or  pi'oportion 

thereof,  charged  by  any  marriage  settlement  or  deed  or 

deeds  upon  any  real  estate,  in  any  case  in  which  any  sucIk^ 

specific  sum  or  sums,  share  or  proportion  thereof,  shall  b^ 

appointed  or  apportioned  by  any  will  or  testamentary  in.^ 

strument  under  any  power  given  for  that  purpose  by  an^ 

such  marriage  settlement,  or  deed  or  deeds/'     Now  the- 

meaning  of  that  proviso  appears  to  me  quite  consistent 

with  the  view  we  are  taking  of  this  case;  where  the 

charge  is  not  by  will,  but  by  deed,   then  the  act  haa 

said  that  it  shall  not  be  considered  as  a  legacy ;  it  is  a 

gift  by  a  marriage  settlement.    That  is  quite  consistent 

with  the  general  principle,  that  where  the  interest  grows 

out  of  the  will  creating  the  power,  it  shall  be  referred. 

to  that  will,  and  not  to  the  will  afterwards  made  in  pursa*' 

ance  of  the  power.     I  admit  we  must  go  the  length  of  say* 

ing,  that  if  the  power  is  executed  by  deed,  the  charge 

is  liable  to  the  duty,  as  well  as  where  it  is  executed,  and 

the  annuity  given,  by  a  will ;  and  not  shrinking  firom  that 

consequence,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  bound  by  the 

principle  disclosed  in  this  proviso,  to  refer  the  liability  t9 

duty  to  the  question  what  is,  in  legal  operation,  the  instni-* 

ment  by  which  the  charge  is  made;  and,  upon  that,  there 

is  no  doubt  whatever  in  my  mind,  that  the  charge  is  made 

by  the  original  wUl,  and  not  by  that  which  is  accidentally 

a  will,  and  not  a  deed,  by  which  the  original  intention  is 

carried  into  effect.     For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion 

that  the  judgment  of  the  Coiirt  below  is  correct,  and  must 

be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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1840. 

Rhodes  v.  Smethurst.  ^— *v— ^ 

L  WRIT  of  error  having  been  brought  &om  the  judgment  it  is  no  answer 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  (a)  in  this  case,  it  was  argued  in  s^ta*tJte  of  Li/ 
iebaehnas  Vacation  by  Sir  TT.  W.  Folleii  for  the  plaintiflF.  "fje^.'^h^^^^ 
le  arguments  were  in  substance  the  same  as  those  urged  o^  action  ac- 
him  in  the  Court  below;  the  main  position  contended  the  statute  had 
•on  behalf  of  the  plaintiflF  being,  not  that  the  case  feU  l^hTdebtorr 
thin  the  words  or  the  equity  of  the  7th  section  of  the  ^«i»»n  the  six 

^      "^  years,  died,  and 

Jac.  1,  c.  16,  or  within  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  18 ;  but  that  (by  reason 

it  the  3rd  section  of  the  statute  of  James  did  not  apply  to  the^gh^t? 

all  to  a  case  where  there  was  not  a  continuing  right  to  cutor'of  Ws^^*" 

ing  the  action  during  the  six  years.    Besides  the  cases  ^^\^  ^"  "o*  ap- 

^*  ^  '^  pointed,  until 

ed  in  the  Court  below,  the  following  were  referred  to :  after  the  expir- 
mdler  v.  FUett  (6),  Matthews  v.  Philips  (c),  Middleton  v.  yeaw,**and  that* 

rbesld).  the  plaintiff 

^  '  sued  such  exe- 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  for  the  plaintiflT,  the  <^"tor  within  a 
»urt  intimated  to  Whitehurst,  who  appeared  for  the  de-  after  probate 
idant,  that  they  would  hear  him  on  a  future  day,  if  they  ^*°^®  * 
Qsidered  it  necessary  to  do  so.   And  now,  without  calling 
on  the  defendant. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  gave  judgment. — This  was  an  ac- 

*ii  upon  a  promissory  note  for  £2500  made  by  the  in- 

^te  James  Hobson,  payable  to  the  plaintiflf  on  demand, 

th  the  usual  money  counts. 

To  the  count  on  the  note  the  defendant  pleaded,  inter 

ia,  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  plaintiflF  replied,  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued 

ithin  six  years  before  the  death  of  James  Hobson,  and 

^c^ed  further,  that,  in  consequence  of  litigation  in  the 

ccledastical  Courts,  no  administration  to  his  eflFects  was 

ranted  till  the  18th  of  June,  1835,  and  that  the  plaintiflF 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  42.  (c)  2  Salk.  424. 

(*)  2  Saund.  120.  {d)  Willes,  259,  note  (c). 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  commenced  his  action  within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards, 
v_f^2l-^    viz.  on  the  12th  of  September,  1835 ;  and  averred,  that 
Rhodes       the  periods  which  elapsed  between  the  accruing  of  the 
Sm BTHURST.    cause  of  action  and  the  death  of  James  Hobson,  and  be- 
tween the  grant  of  administration  to  the  defendant  an^ 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  did  not  together  amomi% 
to  six  years. 

The  defendant  rejoined,  that  the  causes  of  action  d^d 
not  accrue  within  six  years  before  the  death  of  James 
Hobson. 

A  verdict  having  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  gave  judgment,  notwithstanding  the  verdict,  tor 
the  defendant. 

A  writ  of  error  having  been  brought  in  this  Court,  we 
have  heard  the  case  argued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  was  said  to  turn  upon  the  8rd  section  Otf 
the  stat.  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  "  that  all 
actions  of  trespass  quare  clausum  firegit,  &c.,  all  actional 
of  account  and  upon  the  case.  Sec.,  shall  be  commenced  and 
sued  within  the  time  and  limitation  hereafter  expressed,  and 
not  after ;  that  is  to  say,  the  said  actions  upon  the  cas^ 
(other  than  for  slander)  within  three  years  next  after  th^ 
end  of  this  present  session  of  Parliament,  or  within  n^- 
years  next  after  the  cause  of  such  actions  or  suit,  and  no^ 
after.*'     And  it  was  contended  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel^ 
that  the  six  years  mentioned  in  the  statute  could  not  b^ 
considered  as  having  elapsed,  unless  there  had  been  a  com^-^ 
tinning  cause  of  action  capable  of  being  enforced;  i"*^ 
other  words,  a  plaintiff  capable  of  suing  and  a  defendana'^ 
liable  to  be  sued,  during  the  whole  of  the  six  years. 

It  was  admitted,  that  with  reference  to  the  disabihtic* 
mentioned  in  the  7th  section  of  the  statute,  if  the  time  of 
limitation  had  once  begun  to  run,  it  would  continue  to 
run  on,  notwithstanding  any  subsequent  disability;  but  it 
was  maintained  that  with  reference  to  the  3rd  section  of 
the  statute  the  case  was  different. 
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It  was  not  aQ^ed  that  anj  decision  of  our  Courts  of  Exek.  Chamber, 
AW  conld  be  produced  in  support  of  the  proposition  con-     ^   ^^'  . 
iiended  for;  but  cases  were  cited  to  shew  that^  in  reference       Rhodes 
to  yarious  clauses  of  the  statute^  the  Courts  had  adopted    smethurst. 
in  equitable  rather  than  a  literal  construction  of  the  act. 
Chandler  v.  VUett  (a)  was  referred  to,  which  decided  that 
an  action  of  assumpsit  was  within  the  meaning  of  the  pro- 
TOo  in  the  7th  section  of  the  statute,  though  not  specific- 
bUjt  mentioned.    Matthews  v.  Philips  (6),  Wilcox  v.  Huff- 
gins  (c),  Middleton  v.  Forbes  (rf),  were  cited.     This  class  of 
cases  are  stated,  in  Willes  29,  to  have  been  adjudged  upon 
Oie  equity  of  that  clause  of  the  statute  of  James  (sect.  4) 
^hich  gives  a  year  after  judgments  or  outlawries  reversed, 
^OT  the  bringing  of  a  new  action.     In  these  cases  actions 
ftd  been  commenced  within  the  six  years,  and  abated  by 
^&t1;er8  subsequent,  and  in  such  cases  a  new  action  has 
s^u  allowed  to  be  brought  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
^^  determination  of  the  first. 

The  case  of  Douglas  v.  Forrest  (e)  was  also  cited.  In 
^^M;  case  the  debtor  resided  and  died  abroad.  His  death 
^^orurred  in  1817.  Probate  was  not  taken  out  till  1824, 
t^d  within  six  years  after  the  creditor  brought  his  action, 
f^d  the  question  was,  whether  he  was  entitled  to  maintain 

"^thin  the  equity  of  the  proviso  in  the  19th  section  of 
^^  4th  Anne,  c.  16,  by  which,  in  the  case  of  debtors  re- 
^iing  abroad,  the  right  to  sue  is  reserved  to  the  creditor, 
'^vided  he  sues  within  the  limited  period  after  the  debtor's 
-t;nm  from  abroad.  The  Court  held  the  action  maintain- 
^le,  notwithstanding  this  lapse  of  time,  and  although  the 
^l)tor  never  returned  from  abroad. 

Ifone  of  these  cases  were  decisions  upon  the  section  now 
^  question — ^they  are  but  illustrations  of  a  principle  which 


{a)  2  Saund.  120.  (c)  Fitzgib.  171,  289. 

{b)  2  Salk.  424.  (d)  Willes,  259,  note  (c). 

(c)  4  Ring.  686. 
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Bxeh,  Chamber,  docs  not  admit  of  Controversy,  that  Judges  will  expound  a 

'   ^     case  within  the  mischief  and  cause  of  an  act,  to  be  within 

Rhodes       the  statute  by  equity,  if  it  be  not  within  the  words :  Com. 

Vm 

smethurst.  Dig.  Tit.  Pari.  B.  13,  Co.  Lit.  24.  b. :  but  the  question  still 
remains  to  be  decided  in  each  particular  case,  what  the 
intent  of  the  act  is,  and  whether  the  proposed  case,  thoa^ 
not  within  the  words,  is  yet  within  the  meaning  and  rea- 
son of  the  act. 

.  In  addition  to  the  cases  at  law,  three  cases  from  courts 
of  equity  were  cited :  JoUiffe  v.  Pitt  (a),  Webster  v.  Wei- 
ster  (A),  Perry  v.  Jenkins  (c). 

In  the  case  of  JoUiffe  v.  PUt,  the  decision  does  not  ap- 
pear;  it  is  only  said  that  the  Chancellor  inclined  to  be  of 
opinion  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  not  to  take 
eflfect. 

In  Webster  v.  Webster,  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  executor 
of  a  creditor  against  the  executor  of  the  debtor.  The 
debtor  died  in  1786,  the  creditor  in  1792.  The  will  wai 
not  proved  till  1802.  The  bill  prayed  for  an  account  and 
payment.  The  defendant  put  in  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  It  is  said  that  the  Chancellor  objected,  thal^ 
as  there  was  no  representation  till  1802,  there  was  no  per- 
son who  could  be  sued,  and  therefore  the  statute  could  not 
be  pleaded. 

No  decision,  however,  was  come  to  on  the  point,  and 
ultimately  the  plea  was,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  allowed. 

In  Perry  v.  Jenkins,  the  question  arose  on  a  bill  of 
revivor.  The  original  bill  was  filed  by  Griffith  Jenkins 
against  Lewis  Jenkins  in  1818.  In  1819  Gbiffith  Jenkins 
died,  leaving  Ann  Jenkins  his  widow.  In  1827,  Lewis 
Jenkins,  the  original  defendant,  died.  In  1830,  Ann^  the 
widow,  married  one  Perry ;  subsequent  to  this  marriage^ 
administration  was  taken  out  by  Mrs.  Perry  to  the  estate 

(a)  2  Vern.  694.  (b)  10  Ves.  93.  (c)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  118. 
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of  the  original  plaintiff^  Griffith  Jenkins^  and  in  1835^  the  Exch.  chamber, 
bill  of  reviTor  was  brought  against  the  real  and  personal     ^   ^^'  . 
representatives  of  Lewis  Jenkins^  the  original  defendant.  Rhodes 

To  this  bill  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  having  smethurst. 
been  put  in,  it  was  overruled,  on  the  ground  that  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations  did  not  begin  to  run  till  administration 
was  taken  out.  The  right  to  revive  the  bill  never  had  ex- 
isted in  the  deceased  Griffith  Jenkins :  it  was  a  right  first 
accming  to  his  personal  representative;  and  on  that  ground 
the  case  of  Murray  v.  The  East  India  Company  {a)  was  said 
to  be  a  conclusive  authority  against  the  plea. 

It  appears  firom  this  examination,  that  the  cases  in 
equity  do  not  (any  more  than  those  at  law)  furmsh  any 
authority  for  the  proposition  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff 
^  this  case. 

If  from  the  cases  we  turn  to  the  statute,  we  see  nothing 
^  the  words  of  the  clause  in  question  which  points  to  the 
i^^cessity  of  a  continuing  cause  of  action,  capable  of  being 
forced  during  the  whole  period  of  six  years.  The  words 
^'^s  that  the  action  shall  be  brought  within  three  years 
after  the  end  of  the  then  session  of  Parliament,  or  within 
^  years  next  after  the  cause  of  such  action  or  suit,  and 
^^t  after.  These  words,  in  their  natural  sense,  import 
^hat  is  more  precisely  expressed  in  the  7th  section  of  the 
*^^e  statute,  by  the  words  '^the  time  of  any  such  cause 
^^  action  ffiven  or  accrued,  fallen  or  to  come" 

It  was  said  in  argument,  that  no  laches  can  be  imputed 

^  the  plaintiff  for  not  suing  during  that  portion  of  time 

"^^Jnng  which  there  was  no  person  whom  he  could  sue,  and 

^^irefore  that  period  of  time  ought  to  be  excluded  from 

^^cnlation,  by  an  equitable  extension  of  the  terms  of  the 
act. 

This  argument  might  be  entitled  to  some  weight,  if  the 
^use  in  question  had  had  for  its  object  the  remedying  of 
*^Hae  inconvenience  under  which  plaintiffs  suffered,  in 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  204. 


866  CASES   IN    THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

Etch,  Chamber,  which  casc  it  might  be  extended  by  constructioii  to  reach 
'  .     a  case  not  within  the  words,  but  within  the  mischief  in- 
Rhodes       tended  to  be  remedied.    But  the  object  of  this  act  is  quite 
Smethurat.    different;  it  was  passed  for  the  benefit  of  defendants^  to 
exempt  them  from  being  called  to  account  in  respect  of 
transactions  long  gone  by,  which  it  might  not  be  easy  to 
explain  at  a  distance  of  time.    This  object  would  be  liable 
to  be,  in  many  cases,  defeated,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  plaintiff;  the  time  of  limi- 
tation might  be  indefinitely  prolonged,  and  we  should  be 
extending  a  statute  by  equity,  not  to  forward,  but  to  de- 
feat, the  remedy  which  the  act  had  in  view. 

The  case  of  Prideaux  v.  Webber  (a),  in  which  the  statute 
was  held  to  run,  though  the  Courts  of  law  were  shut  in 
consequence  of  the  rebellion,  shews  that  this  clause  (tf  th6 
act  is  to  be  construed  strictly  against  plaintiffis ;  and  the 
act  of  1  Will.  &  M.  c.  4,  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  froia 
the  10th  of  December  until  the  12th  of  March,  1688, 
shall  not  be  accounted  any  part  of  the  time  within  whidi 
any  person,  by  virtue  of  the  Statute  of  limitationB,  most 
bring  his  action,  is  in  accordance  with  this  view  of  the 
law. 

We  think,  therefore,   that  the  observations  of  Loid 
Kenyofif  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Duroure  v.  Jones  (i),  with  re-* 
ference  to  the  statute  of  fines,  famish  the  proper  role  fivT 
the  construction  of  the  statute  of  James,  and  for  the  8iA 
equally  with  the  7th  section  of  that  act : — ^'  I  nevor  heird 
it  doubted,^'  said  Lord  Kenyan,  "  till  the  discussion  of  thi^ 
case,  whether,  when  any  of  the  statutes  of  limitation  h»^ 
begun  to  run,  a  subsequent  disability  would  stop  tfaei^ 
running.     If  the  disability  would  have  such  an  operatioxs 
on  the  construction  of  one  of  those  statutes,  it  would  also 
on  the  others.    I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  on  the  words  of 
the  statute  of  fines,  on  the  uniform  construction  of  all  the 

(a)  1  Lev.  31,  (6)  4  T.  R,  300. 
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statutes  of  limitation  down  to  the  present  moment,  and  on  ^ch.  Chamber, 

the  generally  received  opinion  of  the  profession  on  the  ^    ^  '  ^ 

subject,  that  this  question  ought  not  now  to  be  disturbed.^'  Rhodes 

Our  opinion  therefore  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  Smethurst. 
below  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


MEMORANDA. 

iN  this  vacation,  Oeorye  James  Tamer,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's 
hn.  j  Robert  Baynes  Armstrong,  Esq.,  and  David  Dundas, 
Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple ;  khSl  Richard  Beihell,  Esq.,  of 
the  Middle  Temple ;  were  appointed  her  Majesty's  Counsel. 
In  the  same  vacation,  James  Manning,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's 
Iah  ;  John  Halcomb,  Esq.,  WUliam  Fry  Channell,  Esq.,  and 
W'tiUam  Shee,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple;  and  Digby 
Cay  ley  Wrangham,  Esq.,  of  Ghray's  Inn ;  were  called  to  the 
tegree  of  the  coif,  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto,  ''  Honos 
Wfo^enque  manebunt" 

Serjeants  Adams,  Andrews,  Storks,  Ludlow,  Bompas, 
Gandbwm,  and  Talfourd,  received  patents  of  precedency, 
oooferring  upon  them  the  same  rank  which  they  held  un- 
ier  the  warrant  of  King  William  the  Fourth,  held  by  the 
fri^  C!ouncil  to  be  void. 
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Exch.   of  Pleas,  ^ 

1840.  CoRNFOOT  V.  Sir  F.  G.  Fowke,  Bart. 

Assumpsit  for  X  HIS  was  an  action  upon  a  -written  agreement,  dated  the 
f^;^3;/^J"^^  12th  of  November,  1838,  made  between  the  plaintiff  and 
agreement  to      ^he  defendant,  whereby  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  i 

take  a  ready-  '  ^  o 

furnishedhouse.  ready-fumishcd  house  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  term  of  two 
plaintiff  caused   jcars,  at  the  rent  of  £375  per  annum,  but  which  the  defa-    \ 
?he  leZdatt  .o  ^'^^  ^ad  refused  to  perform.  \ 

enter  into  the 

agreement  by  means  of  fraud,  covin,  and  mirepresentation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  othen  v 
collusion  with  him;  on  which  issue  was  joined.  It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  pltt"* 
tiff  had  employed  one  C.  to  let  the  house  in  question,  and  the  defendant  being  in  tmty 
with  C.  for  taking  it,  asked  him  "  if  there  was  any  objection  to  the  house,"  to  which  be  usveiw 
that  there  was  not;  and  the  defendant  entered  into  and  signed  the  agreement,  butaftermdi 
discovered  that  the  a4joining  house  was  a  brothel,  and  on  that  ground  declined  to  ftilfil  ^ 
contract.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  brothel  before,  but  C^ 
the  agent,  did  not : — Heldj  (Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  dissentiente),  that  it  was  not  suffidenttoflf 
port  the  plea,  that  the  representation  turned  out  to  be  untrue,  but  that  for  that  purpose  it  w(t^ 
to  have  been  proved  to  have  been  fraudulently  made ;  that  as  the  representation  was  not  ea^ 
died  in  the  contract,  the  contract  could  not  be  affected  by  it,  unless  it  were  a  frmndolent  rqif^ 
sentation ;  and  that  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  tad  Ae 
representation  of  the  agent  that  it  did  not  exist,  were  not  enough  to  constitute  fraud,  loist' 
support  the  plea. 
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PleSi  that  the  plaintiff  caused  and  procured  the  defen-  ^ch.  of  pieas, 
lant  to  enter  into  the  said  agreement,  and  that  the  defen-  '  ^ 

lant  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  said  agreement,  through      Cornfoot 
md  by  means  of  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation        Fowke. 
rf  the  plaintiff,  and  others  in  collusion  with  him. — ^Verifi- 
cation, 

The  replication  traversed  the  plea,  upon  which  issue  was 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings,  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  following  facts 
ippeared  in  evidence. — ^The  defendant,  being  in  search  of 
I  town  residence  for  the  purpose  of  educating  his  children, 
pplied  to  Mr.  P.  B.  Clarke,  No.  116,  Crawford-street,  to 
uow  if  he  had  a  ready-furnished  house  to  let  in  that 
oighbourhood.  Mr.  F.  B.  Clarke  mentioned  several 
ouses,  which,  on  looking  at  them,  the  defendant  thought 
onld  not  suit  him.  Subsequently  to  this,  on  the  29th 
October,  1838,  Mr.  F.  B.  Clarke  wrote  to  inform  him  of 
^e  house  in  question,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  stating 
'^t  the  rent  required  was  400  guineas,  but  that  he 
txought  850  guineas  might  be  taken,  but  certainly  not 

Upon  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  the  defendant  went  with 
^t>  of  his  sons  and  a  friend,  to  look  at  the  house  in  ques- 
on,  No.  16,  York-place,  Baker-street,  and  there  saw  Mr. 
Wke,  the  father  of  F.  B.  Clarke,  who  had  been  employed 
Y  the  plaintiff  to  let  the  house  in  question,  and  to  whom 
^i^ns  making  inquiries  about  the  house  had  been  re- 
^^red.  On  seeing  him,  the  defendant  said  that  he  had 
^Qn  Mr.  Clarke,  of  Crawford-street,  about  taking  the 
^tue.  Mr.  Clarke  replied,  that  that  Mr.  Clarke  was  his 
^,  but  that  he  himself  had  the  letting  of  the  house. 
lie  defendant  then  said,  "  Pray,  Sir,  is  there  anything 
^jectionable  about  the  house?''  to  which  Mr.  Clarke 
pplied,  '*  Nothing  whatever/'  upon  which  the  defendant 
^d,  "Then  I  do  not  think  I  shall  object  to  give  350 

VOL,  VI.  B  B  M.  W. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  guineas  for  the  house  /^  to  which  Mr.  Clarke  replied,  fhat 

his  son  had  made  a  mistake^  that  the  rent  was  450  goineaiy 
and  not  350.  The  defendant  thereupon  declined  to  giie 
that  rent,  and  left  the  house.  Afterwards,  howerer,  in 
consequence  of  some  further  negotiation,  the  rent  wm 
reduced  to  j£375,  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  tk 
house  on  those  terms,  and  the  agreement,  for  the  breach 
of  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  drawn  up  by  Mr. 
Clarke,  and  signed  by  the  defendant  and  afterwards  bytbe 
plaintiff.  On  the  13th  of  Novemb^,  the  day  after  signmg 
the  agreement,  the  defendant  discovered  that  the  adjob- 
ing  house  to  the  plaintiff  ^s,  (which  was  a  comer  boi]ae)i 
situate  in  Davies-street,  was  a  brothel  of  the  worst  desci^ 
tion,  of  which  there  was  ample  evidence  given  at  the  triili 
and  in  consequence  of  it  persons  in  the  immediate  nei^ 
bourhood  of  it  could  not  let  their  lodgings,  and  woe 
obliged  to  leave  their  houses.  It  was  also  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ftdly  aware  of  it,  and  had  consulted  soinecf 
the  neighbours  as  to  the  best  mode  of  putting  down  tk 
nuisance.  The  defendant,  on  the  14th  November,  throng^ 
his  attomies,  Messrs.  Egan  &  Waterman,  gave  notice  of 
his  determination  not  to  take  possession  of  the  honsC;  be- 
cause, to  his  great  astonishment,  he  had  discovered  that 
the  next  house  to  it  was  a  house  of  ill  fame.  The  defen- 
dant's family,  it  appeared,  consisted  of  two  sons  and  two 
daughters,  the  eldest  daughter  being  sixteen  or  seventeei 
years  of  age. 

At  the  trial,  the  defendant  began,  and  having  proved  the 
above  facts,  Thesiger,ior  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  thequea* 
tion  put  to  Mr.  Clarke,  the  agent,  by  the  defendant,  whether 
there  was  any  objection  about  the  house,  must  be  considend 
as  applying  to  objections  within  the  house,  or  to  the  hooie 
itself,  but  not  to  objections  arising  firom  something  ontade 
and  apart  from  the  house ;  which,  he  contended,  the  agot 
who  was  merely  authorized  to  let  the  house,  had  no 
authority  from  his  principal  to  answer.     The  leanici 
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Judge  overruled  the  objection,  but  left  it  to  the  jury  to  Exeh,  of  PUat, 
say  whether  the  nuisance  was  such  as  formed  a  solid  ob-  ^ 

jection  to  the  house;  if  so,   and  if  they  thought  that     Cornfoot 
when    the    defendant  used  the  expression    ^^  about  the       Fowke. 
house,''  Mr.  Clarke  could  not  have  understood  him  in  any 
other  sense  than  that  of  an  objection  to  the  house,  they 
ought  to  find  their  verdict  for  the  defendant :  and  he  stated 
Us  opinion  to  be,  that  although  an  agent  could  not  bind 
Ids  principal  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority,  it  did  not 
follow  that  the  principal  could  enforce  a  contract  procured 
hj  the  fiEdse  representation  of  his  agent,  and  that  the  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  agent  must  have  the  same  effect  as 
if  made  by  the  plaintiff  himself.    The  jury  answered  both 
questions  in  fiavour  of  the  defendant,  and  gave  their  verdict 
accordingly. 

TTiesiffer,  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
rf  nusdireddon. 

£e%,  Clumnettj  and  WiUcock,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  shewed 
caitte.  The  plea  was  proved,  and  the  learned  Judge  was  right 
in  directing  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The 
agent  having  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  let  the  house, 
^  necessarily  authority  to  answer  all  inquiries  respecting ' 
it.  It  will  be  said  that  the  agent  had  only  authority  to  answer 
^quiries  as  to  matters  within  the  house;  but  there  cannot 
^  any  distinction  between  inquiries  about  the  house,  and 
^qiiiiies  as  to  matters  within  the  house.  The  agent  must 
"•▼e  authority  to  answer  all  inquiries  necessary  for  the 
Piipose  of  letting  it.  The  principal  cannot  take  the 
l^ciiefit  of  the  contract  by  acknowledging  the  autho- 
'^ty  of  the  agent  to  let  the  house,  and  at  the  same  time 
^^aaffirm  it  by  denying  his  authority  to  answer  a  question 
''^specting  it.  When  the  agent  was  asked  if  there  was 
^ything  objectionable  about  the  house,  he  had  authority 
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Corn FOOT 

V. 
FOWKB. 


E^eh.  of  PUatt  to  answer  that  question;  and  that  being  an  act  done  by  him 

within  the  scope  of  his  authority^  it  was  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  done  by  the  principal  himself:  and  the  principal 
well  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  nuisance.     The  agent 
and  the  principal  must  be  considered  as  one  person,  and 
identified  together^  where  the  agent  is  acting  within  tbe 
scope  of  his  authority.     ^Parke,  B. — ^The  difficulty  here  is, 
that  under  this  plea  you  are  to  make  out  fraud  in  the 
plaintiff  or  his  agent ;  but  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  agent 
knew  of  the  existence  of  this  objection  to  the  honse^  and 
the  plaintiff  did  not  make  the  representation^  (x  know  of 
its  having  been  made.     K  you  could  make  out  that  die 
plaintiff  knew  that  Clarke  was  ignorant  of  it,  and  had  em- 
ployed him  on  purpose  that  he  might  make  that  answer, 
then  it  might  have  been  a  fraud  in  the  plaintiff.]     It  ia  sub-, 
mitted  that  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  is  the  knowledge 
of  the  agents  and  vice  vers&;  if  so^  it  is  the  same  as  if  the 
representations  were  made  by  the  plaintiff  himsdf.    Ii» 
Fitzherbert  v.  Mather  {a),  it  was  so  held ;  and  Aihuni,  J.^ 
says,  '^  On  general  principles  of  policy,  the  act  of  the  agents 
ought  to  bind  the  principal ;  because  it  must  be  taken  fo^ 
granted,   that  the  principal   knows  whatever  the  agents 
knows.^'     And  Buller,  J.,  says,  "  Though  the  plaintiff  b^ 
innocent,  yet  if  he  build  his  information  on  that  of  hi^ 
agent,  and  his  agent  be  guilty  of  a  misrepresentation,  th& 
principal  must  suffer.^'    In  Doe  v.  Martin  (i),  the  doctrine 
that  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  is  the  knowledge  of  th^ 
principal,  is  fully  recognised;   and  Lord  Kenyan  there 
says(c),  ^^The  maxim,  that  the  principal  is  civiUy  responsi' 
ble  for  the  acts  of  his  agent,  universally  prevails,  both 
in  courts  of  law  and  equity.'*     [Parke,  B. — ^That  was  ti^ 
fraud  of  the  agent,  and  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  tfas^ 
would  vitiate  the  transaction.]     Then  the  converse  of  t&0 
proposition  is  also  true,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  prindpi 


(a)  1  T.  R.  16. 


{b)  4  T.  R.  39. 


(c)  P.  68* 
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is  the  knowledge  of  the  agent:  Mayhew  v.  Eames  (a).  There  Exch,  of  pieas^ 

an  agent,  employed  by  a  commercial  house  in  London  to  ^  '  ^ 

collect  debts  in  the  country,  delivered  a  parcel  containing     Cornfoot 

bank  notes  to  a  common  carrier,  to  be  forwarded  to  his  prin-       Fowks. 

cipals  in  London,  which  parcel  was  lost.    The  carriers  had 

given  notice  that  they  would  not  be  accountable  for  parcels 

containing  bank  notes.  The  agent  had  no  knowledge  of  such 

notice,  but  the  principals  had :  and  it  was  held  that  it  was 

iheir  duty  to  have  instructed  their  agent  not  to  send  bank 

notes  by  that  carrier,  and  that  the  latter  was  not  respon- 

Qble.    So  here,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  communicated 

this  fact  to  the  agent  whom  he  employed  to  let  the  house, 

^d  if  he  did  not,  he  is  equally  bound.     And  in  Schneider 

^.  Htath  (i),  where  a  ship  was  sold,  **  to  be  taken  with  all 

&alt8,''  it  was  held,  that  the  vendor  could  not  avail  himself 

of  that  stipulation,  if  he  knew  of  secret  defects  in  her,  and 

^ised  means  for  preventing  the  purchaser  from  discovering 

^em,  or  made  a  fraudulent  representation  of  her  condi* 

^on  at  the  time  of  the  sale.     Mansfield,  C.  J.,  says,  *'  It 

• 

K^Snifies  nothing  whether  a  man  represents  a  thing  to  be 
tiflcrent  from  what  he  knows  it  to  be,  or  whether  he 
^Hkes  a  representation  which  he  does  not  know  at  the 
*^me  to  be  true  or  false,  if  it  turns  out  to  be  false.''  So,  in 
*l^e  recent  case  of  Willis  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (c).  Lord 
^^^nmanj  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says, 
^  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  notice  to  the  principal  is 
Notice  to  all  his  agents/'  and  if  so,  the  knowledge  of  the 
PHndpal  is  the  knowledge  of  the  agent.  In  Gladstone  v. 
^•'V  W*  which  was  an  action  on  a  policy  on  a  ship.  Lord 
^Henborouffh  recognises  the  principle  of  law,  that  what  is 
^^own  to  the  agent  is  impliedly  known  to  the  principal. 
*il  Grant  v.  Muni  (e),  a  compensation  for  dry  rot  in  a 
•^Ouse  was  decreed  upon  the  representation  of  the  vendor's 
Mfe  to  the  purchaser  as  to  the  state  of  the  repairs ;  the 

(a)  3  R  &  C.  601.  M.  478. 

{b)  3  Camp.  508.  (d)  1  Mau.  &  S.  35. 

{c)  4  AdoL  &  Ell.  21 ;  5  Nev.  &  (e)  Coap.  Chan.  Casea,  173. 
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Exeh,  of  PUas,  purchaser  relying  upon  such  representations,  and  stating  to 
•   ^    the  vendor  that  he  did  not  employ  a  surveyor  for  that  reason. 
CoRMFooT     So  in  Edwards  v.  M^Leay  (a),  where  the  defendant  having 
FowKE.       sold  and  conveyed  land  to  the  plaintiff^  suggesting  that  he 
had  a  title,  it  afterwards  appeared  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  part,  the  same  being  an  encroachment  from  a  common, 
though  no  eviction  had  happened  or  been  threatened,  it 
was  held  that  a  bill  lay  to  set  aside  the  convejrance,  and  for 
a  return  of  the  purchase-money  and  all  expenses.  The  judg- 
ment was  put  on  the  ground  that  the  suppressed  fiicts,  if 
disclosed,  would  at  all  events  have  influenced  the  price,  even 
supposing  the  purchaser  might  have  been  willing  to  run  a 
risk  with  regard  to  the  title.    Now  here,  if  the  fact  of 
the  existence  of  a  brothel  in  the  adjoining  house  had  beem. 
known,  it  would  most  undoubtedly  have  affected  the  prio^ 
at  which  it  would  let :  and  the  principal  was  bound  to  infornoE. 
his  agent  of  a  circumstance  which  would  so  affect  it, 
if  he  does  not,  then  he  is  guilty  of  fraud.     The  plea 
therefore  fully  established. 

Thesiger  and  W.  H.  Watson,  contra. — The  learned  JvAig^ 
was  incorrect  in  stating  to  the  jury,  that  the  agent  must 
be  presumed  to  have  the  knowledge  of  the  principal,  void 
that  the  representations  of  the  agent  must  be  treated  as 
those  of  the  principal.   There  is  a  great  difference  between 
the  representations  of  an  agent  and  the  representations  dt 
the  principal ;  because  the  foimer  is  only  authorized  to  act 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority.    Now  here,  the  mere 
fact  of  Clarke  having  authority  to  let  the  house  did  not 
enable  him  to  bind  his  principal  by  any  representation  ^ 
might  choose  to  make  about  the  neighbourhood  of  the 
house.    All  that  he  was  authorized  to  do  was  to  answer 
inquiries  as  to  the  nature,  qualities,  and  conveniences  of 
the  house  itself.     He  had  no  authority  to  make  any  re^ 
sentations   as  to  extrinsic  circumstances   respecting  the 
neighbourhood.     Suppose  this  brothel  had  been  four  or 

(a)  Coop.  Chan.  Cases,  308. 
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five  doors  off^  or  suppose  the  house  had  been  a  gamiiig-  Egek.  of  PUat^ 
house^  could  it  be  said  that  the  agent's  making  this  answer 
would  be  a  mirepresentation  for  which  the  principal  would 
be  liable?     Surely  not.     By  employing  a  house  agent, 
he  does  not  give  him  authority  to  make  such  representa- 
tions as,  if  made  by  the  principal  himself,  would  be  bind- 
ing upon  him.    But,  assuming  that  Clarke  had  authority, 
then  comes  the  important  question,  whether,  there  being 
DO  evidence  to  shew  that  Clarke  was  aware  of  the  objec- 
tion to  the  house,  though  the  plaintiff  did  know  of  it,  and 
there  being  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  knew  at  the 
time  of  signing  the  agreement  that  Clarke  had  made  such 
i^epresentation,  the  plea  of  fraud  and  covin  is  not  esta- 
bliahed.    The  principal  did  not  know  of  the  representa- 
tiom  having  been  made  before  he  signed  the  contract, 
snd  the  agent  was  not  aware  of  this  existence  of  the 
auiaaiice.    There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  knowledge  of  the  prin- 
cipsl  is  the  knowledge  of  the  agent,  so  as  to  bind  the 
principal,  and  render  him  liable  for  a  fraudulent  represen- 
^^on.    It  has  been  said  that  the  principal  is  bound  to 
conmranicate  his  knowledge  to  the  agent ;  but  that  is  an 
^ifument  drawn  from  cases  of  insurance,  which  are  dis- 
tuigoishable.     In  those  cases,   the  underwriter  has    no 
howledge  whatever,  except  what  is  communicated  to  him 
bj  the  assured;  and  therefore,  if  a  principal  employs  an 
^^t  to  effect  an  insurance  for  him,  he  is  bound  to  com- 
finmicate  to  him  all  that  he  knows  respecting  the  subject- 
''^Atter  to  be  insured.    But  was  the  plaintiff  here  bound, 
^  d  events,  to  communicate  the  fact  of  the  existence  of 
^  brothel  to  his  agent?    A  party  has  a  right  to  sell  an 
^le  with  all  faults ;  and,  in  such  case,  he  is  only  guilty 
of  fraud  when  he  takes  pains  to  conceal  some  defect.     In 
c^ses  of  insurance,  the  contract  is  made  entirely  on  the 
^th  that  erery  thing  which  the  party  knows  is  communi- 
^^^  to  the  underwriter;  but  here  it  cannot  be  said  that 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  thi»  Contract  was  entered  into  on  the  faith  of  this  repi^ 
'  ^     sentation;  the  defendant  might  have  ascertained,  byin- 
CoRNFooT      quiiy    in  the    neighbourhood,  whether  any  such  objeo- 
Fow&B.       tion  as  this  existed.     In  Doe  v.  Martin^  there  was  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  agent :  but  here  Clarke  was  an  inno- 
cent party,  and  bon&  fide  believed  what  he  said  to  be  true. 
In  Schneider  v.  Heath,  there  was  a  concealment  of  secrei 
defects  in  the  ship^  which  the  agents  condncting  the  safe 
must  have  known  at  the  time.    Now,  in  this  case,  as  there 
is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  Clarke  knew  of  this  objecdoiii 
and  as  the  contract  contains  nothing  of  this  represents* 
tion,  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  affected  by  it.     This  is  not 
such  a  deceit  as  would  go  to  in^^lidate  the  contract   hi 
Grant  v.  Munty  the  defect  was  a  latent  one,  which  the  p1l^ 
chaser  himself  could  not  have  discovered ;  and  there  the 
wife  knew  that  the  house  had  the  dry  rot,  and  made  the 
false  representation.     So,  in  Edwards  v.  M'Leay,  there 
was  a  latent  defect,  and  the  representation  was  made  by 
the  seller,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  defect,  and  the  dedskm 
was  put  upon  the  ground  of  its  being  in  the  knowledge  of 
the  seller.     But  whether  this  was  a  representation  by  the 
plaintiff  or  his  agent,  yet  inasmuch  as  it  was  a  mattei 
which  the  defendant^  if  he  had  made  proper  inquiries,  might 
have  discovered,  he  is  not  entitled  to  shut  his  eyes  to  the 
fact,  and  enter  into  a  contract,  and  then  say  that  he  htf 
been  deceived  by  a  false  representation.    The  question  is, 
whether  this  is  such  a  fraud  as  would  entitle  the  de- 
fendant to  maintain  an  action  for  deceit,   as  in  DokO 
V.  Stephens  (o),  where  the  party  kept  the   house,  and 
brought   an    action   for    the    false    representation;  and 
that  is  the  test ;  for  if  the  party  could  not  maintain  an 
action   of  deceit,  the  contract  may  be  enforced  against 
him.     In  Dawes  v.  King  (i),  it  was  held  by  Lord  JSlfes- 
borough,  in  an  action  against  a  vendor  for  a  deceitful  re- 
presentation, that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  deceit  was 


(a)  3  B.  &  C.  623.  (6)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  75. 
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used  by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  the  ^^k  of  PUa», 
plaintiff  off  his  guard,  and  preventing  him   from  being  ^  '  ^ 

watchful.  But  Pickering  v.  Dowson{a)  is  strongly  in  Cornfoot 
point.  It  was  there  held,  that  if  a  representation  be  Fowkk. 
made  before  a  sale  of  the  quality  of  the  thing  sold,  with 
full  opportunity  for  the  purchaser  to  inspect  and  examine 
the  truth  of  the  representation,  and  a  contract  of  sale  be 
afterwards  reduced  into  writing,  in  which  that  representa- 
tion is  not  embodied,  no  action  for  deceit  lies  against  the 
vendor,  on  the  groimd  that  the  article  sold  is  not  answer- 
able to  that  description,  whether  the  vendor  knew  of  the 
defects  or  not.  There  Gibbs,  J.,  says  (i), — "  I  hold,  that 
if  a  man  brings  me  a  horse,  and  makes  any  representation 
whatever  of  his  quality  or  soundness,  and  afterwards  we 
agree  in  writing  for  the  purchase  of  the  horse,  that  shortens 
and  corrects  the  representations,  and  whatever  terms  are 
not  contained  in  the  contract  do  not  bind  the  seller,  and 
must  be  struck  out  of  the  case.  In  this  case,  if  there  had 
been  any  fruud,  I  agree  it  would  not  have  been  done  away 
by  the  contract;  but,  in  this  case,  there  is  no  evidence  of 
any  fraud  at  all.''  Now  it  is  quite  clear  from  that  case, 
that  a  mere  misrepresentation  is  not  equivalent  to  fraud. 
In  Kam  v.  Old  (e),  Abbott,  C.  J.,  says, — "  Where  the  whole 
matter  passes  in  parol,  all  that  passes  may  sometimes  be 
taken  together  as  forming  parcel  of  the  contract,  though 
not  always,  because  matter  talked  of  at  the  commence- 
ment of  a  bargain  may  be  excluded  by  the  language  used 
at  its  termination.  But  if  the  contract  be  in  the  end 
reduced  into  writing,  nothing  which  is  not  found  in  the 
writing  can  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  contract/'  So, 
in  Geddes  v.  Penmngton  {d),  where  a  horse  was  sold  under 
a  warranty  of  soundness,  but  with  a  misrepresentation  as 
to  the  place  from  which  he  was  brought,  it  was  held,  that 
if  the  horse  answered  the  warranty  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
the  misrepresentation  as  to  the  place  from  which  he  came 

(c)  4  Taunt.  779.  »  (c)  2  B.  &  C.  627. 

(6)  P.  786.  (d)  5  Dow,  164. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  would  not  invalidate  the  contract.  Then,  is  there  in  this 
^  ^  '  ^  case  any  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent? 
Corn  FOOT  It  is  submitted  that  there  is  none  whatever.  All  that  it 
FowKB.  amounts  to  is  a  mere  omission  to  communicate  the  fact  to 
his  agent ;  but  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  commom- 
cate  the  fact  to  the  agent,  unless  he  was  also  bound  to 
communicate  it  to  the  purchaser.  There  is  no  fraud  in 
the  agent  in  asserting  that  to  be  true  which  he  did  not 
know  to  be  false,  but  believed  to  be  true,  for  which  an 
action  could  be  maintained.  Hay  craft  v.  Creasey  (a)  is  an 
authority  to  shew  that  an  action  for  a  false  representation 
cannot  be  sustained  if  such  representation  be  made  by  the 
defendant  bona  fide,  and  with  a  belief  of  the  truth  of  it; 
because  the  foundation  of  the  action  is  fraud  and  deceit 
in  the  defendant,  and  damage  to  the  plaintiff  by  meam 
thereof.  In  that  case,  Lawrence,  J.,  says, — "  I  ha?e  al- 
ways understood  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Pasley  v.  fnt- 
man  {b)  to  be,  that,  without  fraud,  there  was  no  cause  of 
action.'^  In  order  to  support  such  an  action,  there  must 
be  a  statement  of  a  falsehood  known  by  the  person  making 
it  to  be  one.  And  to  support  this  plea,  there  ought  to 
have  been  shewn  such  fraud  and  covin,  for  which  an  action 
of  fraudulent  representation  and  deceit  might  have  been 
maintained. — ^They  referred  also  to  the  judgment  of  hxi 
Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Levy  v.  Langridge  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  yult. 

The  Judges,  differing  in  opinion,  now  delivered  their 
judgments  seriatim. 

RoLFB,  B. — This  was  an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract, 
under  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  become  tenant  to  the 
plaintiff  of  a  house  in  York-place,  at  a  yearly  rent  d 
£375.     The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  had  been  induced 
to  enter  into  the  contract  by  the  fraud  and  covin  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  on  this  plea  issue  was  joined. 

(fl)  2  East,  91.  (6)  3  T.  R.  51.  (c)  4  M.  &  W.338. 
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It  appeared  on  the  trials  that  the  plaintiff,  being  the  Exeh.  «/  PUas, 
wner  of  the  honse  in  qnestion,  employed  an  agent  of  the 
lame  of  Clarke  to  let  it;  and  the  defendant,  being  in  treaty 
fith  Clarke  for  hiring  it,  asked  him  if  there  was  any  objec- 
aon  to  the  honse,  to  which  Clarke  answered  that  there 
was  not.  On  the  fiedth  of  that  representation  the  defend- 
int  entered  into  the  contract.  After  he  had  done  so,  he 
dkoyered  that  the  adjoining  honse  was  a  brothel,  and  on 
tbt  ground  he  declined  to  fulfil  the  contract,  alleging  that 
Clarke's  statement  of  there  being  no  objection  to  the 
iiouBe  was  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  and  that  but 
for  such  statement  he  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
contract.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
coonsel  for  the  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  this  rule  nisi 
to  set  aside  the  yerdict,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  Clarke  was  not  proved  to  have  had  authority  to  make 
nch  a  statement,  or  to  have  known  of  the  nuisance  in 
question,  though  the  plaintiff  himself  must  have  been 
aware  of  its  existence.  The  point  for  our  decision  is,  whe- 
ther it  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
express  authority,  to  treat  the  defendant  as  not  being  liable 
in  this  action,  on  the  ground  that  the  representation  of 
Clarke  was  a  representation  by  an  agent  made  in  the  ordi- 
luurj  course  of  business,  and  therefore  binding  on  the 
principal.  It  was  not  shewn  at  the  trial  what  was  the  pre- 
ci«e  extent  of  the  authority  given  to  Clarke,  but  I  will 
^nme  that  he  had  all  the  authority  usually  confided  to 
house  agents,  and  in  the  absence  of  express  proof  he  can- 
i^ot  be  assumed  to  have  had  more.  If  an  agent  so  autho- 
riied  should  enter  into  an  agreement  to  let  the  house  of 
Us  principal,  making  it  part  of  the  contract  that  the 
house  was  free  from  any  particular  nuisance,  as,  for  in- 
stance, the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  a  brothel,  it  is 
obTiana  the  principal  could  only  enforce  the  contract,  or 
'^cover  damages  for  the  breach  of  it,  by  shewing  that  he 
^Hs  able  and  willing  to  do  what  his  agent  had  contracted 
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EjTch,  of  Pleat,  to  do^  that  is^  to  let  to  the  intended  tenant  the  house  £ree 

V   ^  '  ^     from  the  particular  nuisance.  No  question  as  to  the  extent 

CoRNFooT     of  the  agent's  authority  could  in  such  a  case  arise.    The 

mm 

FowKE.  landlord,  insisting  on  his  agenf  s  contract,  must  take  it  ia 
solido,  with  all  its  qualifications  and  provisions.  If;  in- 
stead  of  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  landlord,  the  intended 
tenant  should  sue  the  intended  landlord  for  the  hreach  of 
such  a  contract,  on  the  groimd  that  the  agent  had  agreed 
to  let  a  house  free  from  the  nuisance  of  a  brothel,  tliea 
the  question  argued  in  this  case,  as  to  the  authority  of  a 
house-agent  to  make  such  a  contract  binding  on  his  prin- 
cipal,  would  arise.  But  the  present  is  not  a  question  as  to 
the  power  of  an  agent  to  bind  his  principal  by  caniradt 
but  as  to  his  power  to  affect  him  by  a  representation  collar 
teral  to  the  contract.  Now,  in  order  to  do  this,  it  is  essen- 
tial,  according  to  what  was  laid  down  by  GibbSf  C.  J.,  in 
Pickering  v.  Dowson  (a),  to  bring  home  fiuud  to  the  princi- 
pal ;  and  that  was  certainly  not  done  in  this  case,  where 
all  the  facts  are  consistent  with  the  hypothesis,  that  die 
plaintiff  innocently  gave  no  directions  whatever  on  the 
subject,  supposing  that  the  intended  tenant  would  mskt 
the  necessary  inquiries  for  himself,  or  even  with  the 
stronger  supposition  that  he  expressly  desired  Clarke  not 
to  make  any  representation  at  aU  on  the  subject.  If  the 
plaintiff^,  knowing  of  the  nuisance,  expressly  authorized 
Clarke  to  state  that  it  did  not  exist,  or  to  make  any  state- 
ment of  similar  import ;  or  if  he  purposely  employed  an 
agent,  ignorant  of  the  truth,  in  order  that  such  agent 
might  innocently  make  a  false  statement  believing  it  to  be 
true,  and  might  so  deceive  the  party  with  whom  he  was 
dealing,  in  either  of  these  cases  he  would  be  guilty  of  a 
fraud,  and  the  truth  of  the  plea  would  then,  I  think,  have 
been  established.  But  on  the  general  ground  of  the  au- 
thority of  an  agent  to  bind  his  principal  in  matters  witfaifl 

(«)  4  Taunt.  786. 
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i  scope  of  his  authority,  on  which  the  case  was  left  to  Exch,  «/  Pieat, 
5  jury,  I  think  that  as  no  express  authority  was  proved     ^   ^      . 
have  been  given  by  the  plaintiff,  authorizing  Clarke  to      Cornpoot 
ike  the  representation  in  question,  the  fraud  stated  by        Fowkb. 
e  plea  is  not  made  out,  and  consequently  the  rule  for  a 
m  trial  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Alderson,  B. — ^Tn  this  case  the  parties  have  entered 
fco  an  agreement  which  is  in  writing,  and  to  the  terms  of 
liich  nothing  can  be  added,  and  from  them  nothing  sub- 
acted. 

The  agent  makes  a  representation  at  the  time  of  the 
igotiation,  which  is  contrary  to  the  fact.  K  that  were  a 
ludulent  representation,  and  in  consequence  of  that  re- 
esoitation  the  bargain  was  made,  the  defendant  will  not 
t  liable,  by  reason  of  the  fraud,  and  this  is  the  point 
ised  by  these  pleadings. 

But  here  the  representation,  though  false,  was  believed 
the  agent  to  be  true.  He  therefore,  if  the  case  stopped 
Te,  has  been  guilty  of  no  fraud. 

The  jury  have,  however,  found  that  the  true  facts  were 
lown  to  the  principal,  though  not  communicated  by 
m  to  the  agent;  and  it  is  said  this  knowledge,  on  the 
irt  of  the  principal,  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  fraud. 
If,  indeed,  the  principal  had  instructed  his  agent  to 
ake  the  false  statement,  this  would  be  so,  although  the 
;ent  would  be  innocent  of  any  deceit.  But  this  fact  also 
ils.  It  may  perhaps  be  admitted,  that  such  a  statement, 
made  part  of  the  original  written  contract,  would  be 
thin  the  scope  of  the  general  agency  here  shewn  to 
ist.  But  the  contract  is  in  writing,  and  this  is  no  part 
it.  And  I  think  it  impossible  to  sustain  a  charge  of 
lud,  when  neither  principal  nor  agent  has  committed  any: 
the  principal,  because,  though  he  knew  the  fact,  he  was 
t  cognizant  of  the  misrepresentation  being  made,  nor 
ar  directed  the  agent  to  make  it;  and  the  agent,  be-r 
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Ejceh.  of  Pieait  employed  an  ignorant  agent^  suspecting  tliat  a  question 
^  ^      .    would  be  asked  from  him,  and  at  the  same  time  belienng 
CoRNFooT     or  suspecting  that  it  would,  by  reason  of  such  ignorance, 
FowKB.       be  answered  in  the  negative,  the  plaintiff  would  unqutt- 
tionably  be  guilty  of  a  fraud,   and  the  contract  would 
be  avoided;   for  then  the  representation  of  the  agoit, 
which  he  intended  to  be  made,  would  be  the  same  as  his 
own;  and  his  own  representation,  coupled  with  his  know- 
ledge of  its  falsehood,  would  doubtless  be  a  fraud.   But 
whether  the  facts  in  the  case  would  warrant  an  infeience 
that  such  a  fraud  was  conmiitted,  it  is  unnecessary  to  in- 
quire, as,  if  they  would,  this  question  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury. 

My  opinion,  therefore,  is,  that  the  case  has  not  been 
properly  disposed  of,  and  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial.    * 

Much  discussion  took  place  on  the  argument  of  the 
rule,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  authority  delegated  to  the 
agent — whether  it  was  to  make  representations  as  to  the 
intrinsic  qualities  of  the  house,  or  to  extrinsic  drcnn- 
stances.  The  view  of  the  case  which  I  have  taken,  makes 
it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  that  question  in  order  to  dis- 
pose of  this  rule ;  and  upon  my  Lord^s  report,  I  am  unaUe 
to  collect  exactly  what  the  authority  of  the  house-agent 
was.  It  certainly  was  not  to  make  any  contract,  for  that 
was  clearly  to  be  executed  by  both  princy^als :  and  wh^ 
ther  he  had  authority  to  make  any  representations  as  to 
the  state  and  condition  of  the  property,  does  not  appear  to 
be  clear ;  and  I  abstain  from  entering  into  that  question 
at  all,  inasmuch  as  my  opinion  proceeds  on  this,  that  such 
representations,  whether  within  the  scope  of  his  authoritj 
or  not,  do  not  affect  a  regular  contract,  unless  they  be 
fraudulent  representations. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  was  an  action  on  a  contract 
for  letting  a  ready-furnished  house  for  two  years,  at  the 
rent  of  ^375,  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.    The 
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breach   alleged  was,   that  the  defendant  refused  to  oc-  -B*^*-  of  pieat, 

1840 
cupy  the  honse  or  pay  the  rent.     The  plea  was,  that  the  ^ 

defendant  had  been  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  by      Cornfoot 

Vm 

thefinudj  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff,  and        Fowke. 
others  in  collusion  with  him. 

The  defendant's  counsel  began. — ^It  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  Sir  Frederick  Fowke,  the  defendant,  had  had 
some  correspondence  with  the  son  of  Mr.  Clarke,  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff,  to  whom  inquirers  after  the  house  had 
been  referred  by  the  plaintiff.  In  this  correspondence  the 
rent  was  stated  at  350  guineas.  The  defendant  came  to 
town  with  one  of  his  sons,  and,  accompanied  by  a  firiend, 
went  to  the  house  in  York-place,  Baker-street,  where  they 
found  Mr.  Clarke  in  the  dining-room.  The  defendant  and 
bis  son  were  both  well  pleased  with  the  house,  and  think- 

• 

^  it  rather  cheap  at  350  guineas,    Mr.   Clarke  was 

Pleased  by  the  defendant  to  state,  whether  there  was  any 

<>bjection  about  the  house.     Mr.  Clarke  assured  the  defen- 

^t  that  there  was  no  objection  whatever.     The  treaty 

^^ixt  off  on  the  rent  being  stated  at  450  guineas,  Clarke 

^cging  that  his  son  had  made  a  mistake  when  he  wrote 

™t  it  was  350.    Afterwards,  in  consequence  of  some  fur- 

^^  Negotiation,  opened  by  whom  did  not  appear,  but 

P^bably  by  Mr.  Clarke,  the  rent  was  reduced  to  £375, 

^d  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  the  house,  whereupon 

^^  contract  in  question  was  drawn  up  by  Mr.  Clarke,  and 

"^Sxied  by  the  defendant  and  afterwards  by  the  plaintiff. 

Shortly  after,  the  defendant  discovered  by  accident,  that 

^  Davies-street,  next  door  to  the  house  in  question,  which 

^^  a  comer  house,  a  brothel  of  the  most  odious  description 

^^  kept.    There  was  ftdl  evidence  of  the  grossness  of  the 

^^Uaance,  that  persons  in  the  neighbourhood  could  not  let 

^^  lodgings,  and  had  been  obliged  to  abandon  their 

^'^  houses ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  fully  apprized  of  it,  that 

'^^  liad  consulted  with  some  of  the  neighbours  as  to  the 

^^  way  of  putting  it  down,  and  proposed  that  he  would 

Vol.  VI,  c  c  M.  w. 
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ExeJi.  of  PieoM,  himself  send  in  some  servant  who  might  be  a  witness. 

^_ij^     The  defendant's  family  consisted  of  two  sons  grown  up, 

Corn  FOOT      and  two  daughters^  the  eldest  sixteen.      It  was  out  of  the 

FowKB.       question  to  suppose  that  he  could  live  in  the  hoose^  and  he 

gave  notice  in  writing  that  he  declined  it. 

This  being  the  case  of  the  defendant^  Mr.  TTtemger,  for 
the  plaintiff,  called  no  witness,  but  submitted  that  there 
were  two  points :  one  for  the  jury,  whether  the  nuisanee 
was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  a  substantial  objection  to  the 
house ;  the  other  for  the  Judge,  which  was,  that  the  ques- 
tion put  to  Mr.  Clarke  by  the  defendant,  whether  there 
was  any  objection  about  the  house^  must  be  considered  as 
meaning  to  inquire  as  to  objections  within  the  house,  which 
he  admitted  it  was  the  province  of  the  agent  to  answer^ 
but  not  as  to  the  objections  arising  from  some  matter  ont-^ 
side  of  the  house,  which  he  contended  the  agent  could  no^ 
have  the  authority  of  his  principal  to  answer,  inasmuch  i^ 
it  opened  a  vast  field  of  inquiry,  and  might  be  pushed  to 
any  assignable  distance,  within  which  it  might  be  supposed 
the  house  might  be  affected  by  a  nuisance. 

I  told  the  jury  that  I  saw  no  law  in  the  case;  that  if 
they  thought  the  nuisance  was  a  solid  objection  to  the 
house,  which  I  left  to  them,  then  the  only  question  they 
had  to  decide  was,  whether,  when  the  defendant  put  the 
question  in  which  he  used  the  expression  about  the  house, 
Mr.  Clarke  could  have  understood  him  in  any  other  sense 
than  that  of  an  objection  to  the  house ;  and  if  they  thoa^ 
that  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  question,  and  that  there  was 
a  solid  objection  to  the  house,  they  should  find  for  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  I  stated,  that  although  an  agent  could  i^ 
bind  his  principal  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority,  it  did 
not  follow  that  the  principal  [could  impose  upon  a  tUid 
party  a  contract  procured  by  the  false  representation  of 
his  agent,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  that  cause  the  repre- 
sentation made  by  Mr.  Clarke  must  have  the  same  effect  ss 
if  made  by  the  plaintiff.    The  jury  gave  their  verdict  on 


I 
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both  the  questions  I  had  lefk  to  them,  without  hesitation,  Exeh,  of  PUat, 
far  the  defendant.  v^.^^^.^ 

TJpon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  same  distinction  was      Cornpoot 
pressed  upon  the  Court,  between  an  objection  in  the  house        Powke. 
aii.d  an  objection  about  the  house,  and  as  I  understood,  it 
wsui  admitted  by  the  counsel,  that  had  there  been  a  good 
abjection  within  the  house,  the  contract  would  have  been 
Toid.    But  it  appeared  to  the  other  members  of  the  Court 
tbat,  this  question  arising  upon  a  plea  of  fraud  and  covin, 
I  ^was  wrong  in  my  opinion,  that  the  representation  made 
by  the  agent  had  the  same  e£Pect  as  if  made  by  the  prin- 
cipaL    For  it  was  said,  and  is  now  said,  that  there  was  no 
fraud  in  the  agent,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew 
of  the  objection ;  and  none  in  the  principal,  because  he  did 
not  make  the  representation.     Upon  which  the  rule  was 
gnuited. 

I  have  bestowed  some  consideration  on  this  subject  since, 
•*mI  am  sorry  to  find  myself  obUged  to  differ  from  my 
t  Brethren  on  a  matter  that  appears  to  me,  but  for  their 
opinkm,  too  plain  to  admit  of  a  doubt.  In  the  first  place, 
^  tt  not  correct  to  suppose  that  the  legal  definition  of  fraud 
*^  cofin  necessarily  includes  any  degree  of  moral  turpi- 
^de.  Every  action  for  the  breach  of  a  promise,  for  deceit, 
fi*  not  complying  with  a  warranty,  or  for  a  false  repre- 
^^Btation,  is  founded  upon  a  legal  fraud,  which  is  charged 
^  such  in  the  declaration,  although  there  be  no  moral 
prilt  in  the  defendant.  The  warranty  of  a  fact  which  does 
W  exist,  or  the  representation  of  a  material  fact  contrary 
^  the  truth,  are  both  said,  in  the  language  of  the  law,  to  be 
^^ident,  althoi^h  the  party  making  them  suppose  them 
t^be  correct.  This  point,  if  it  could  be  doubted,  is  fully 
^^lished  by  the  case  of  WiUiaimsm  v.  Allison  (a).  That 
^  a  declaration  in  tort  for  breach  of  a  warranty,  that 
^^'enty.four  dozen  botties  of  claret  were  in  a  fit  and  proper 

(a)  2  East,  446. 
C  C  2 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  state  to  be  exported  to  India^  whereas  tliej  were  at  the 

time — and  the  defendant  well  knew  they  were — ^in  a  very  unfit 
and  improper  state.  At  the  trial  no  evidence  was  given  of 
the  defendant's  knowledge^  and  the  verdict  being  for  the 
plaintiff^  a  motion  was  made  afterwards  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  scienter^  having  been  alleged,  ought  to 
have  been  proved.  But  the  Court,  after  full  discussion, 
and  a  reference  to  cases  cited  in  the  ai^ument,  were  una- 
nimously of  opinion  that  the  allegation  of  the  scienter  was 
wholly  unnecessary  and  immaterial,  and  therefore  need  not 
be  proved.  Now  if  the  action  had  been  for  a  false  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  seller  of  a  material  fact,  by  reason 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  buy,  although  the 
seller  might  have  supposed  the  &ct  to  be  true,  the  same 
reasoning  or  the  same  rule  would  apply  j — the  difference 
between  a  warranty  and  a  representation  is  nothing  more 
than  this,  that  where  there  is  a  written  contract,  the  war- 
ranty forms  a  part  of  the  contract,  but  the  representation 
is  collateral  to  the  contract,  and  may  be  made  verbally, 
though  the  contract  may  be  in  writing:  but  if  it  be  of  a 
fact  without  which  the  other  party  would  not  have  entered 
into  the  contract  at  all,  or  at  least  on  the  same  tenns^  it  is 
equally  effectual^  if  untrue,  to  avoid  the  contract^  or  to 
give  an  action  for  damages  on  the  ground  of  firaud.  This 
is  oft;en  illustrated  by  actions,  which  have  been  very  com- 
mon of  late,  by  the  purchasers  of  pubUc-houses,  who  hate 
been  induced  to  buy  or  to  give  a  greater  price  for  the 
goodwill  of  the  house^  by  a  representation  of  the  extent  of 
its  business ;  and  if  that  representation  turns  out  to  be 
fahe^  even  though  the  party  making  it  supposed  it  to  be 
true,  and  whether  that  party  were  the  principal  or  the 
agents  it  has  never  been  doubted  that  the  contract  is  void, 
and  that  the  buyer  may  recover  back  his  money  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use.  In  the 
case  of  Hodson  v.  Williamson  (a),  Mr.  Justice  Yaiei  lajs  it 

(a)  1  W.  Black.  463. 
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down  as  a  general  proposition^  that  "the  concealment  of  Exeh,  of  puas, 
material  circumstances  vitiates  all  contracts^  upon  the  prin- 
ciples of  natural  law/'  K  this  be  true^  can  it  be  doubted 
that  the  fedse  representation  of  a  material  circumstance  also 
vitiates  a  contract  ?  These  principles  are  familiar  to  every 
person  conversant  with  the  law  of  insurance.  But  a  policy 
of  insurance  is  a  contract^  and  is  to  be  governed  by  the 
same  principles  as  govern  other  contracts.  When  it  is  said 
to  be  a  contract  uberrimse  fidei^  this  only  means  that  the 
good  faith^  which  is  the  basis  of  all  contracts^  is  more  espe- 
eiaUy  required  in  that  species  of  contract^  in  which  one  of 
the  parties  is  necessarily  less  acquainted  with  the  details  of 
the  subject  of  the  contract  than  the  other.  Now  nothing 
is  more  certain  than  that  the  concealment  or  misrepre- 
lentationj  whether  by  principal  or  agent^  by  design  or  by 
mistake,  of  a  material  fact,  however  innocently  made, 
avoids  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  a  legal  fraud.  But 
thou^  I  consider  this  case  as  coming  fully  within  the 
meaning  of  a  legal  fraud,  even  if  the  agent  is  presumed  to 
be  ignorant  of  the  fiedsehood  of  his  misrepresentation,  I  am 
rery  &r  from  conceding  that  it  is  a  case  void  of  all  moral 
turpitude. 

The  verdict  of  the  jury  entitles  me  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion put  by  the  defendant  exactly  the  same  as  if  it  had 
been  put  in  this  form :  "  Is  there  no  brothel,  or  smith's 
forge,  or  tamer^s  shop,  or  other  nuisance  so  near  the  house 
as  to  make  it  objectionable  ?''  to  which  the  agent  replies, 
"  I  assure  you  there  is  none.'' 

In  the  case  of  Pawson  v.  Watson  (a).  Lord  Mafurfield 
lays  it  down,  generally,  that  in  a  representation  to  in- 
duce a  party  to  make  a  contract,  it  is  equally  false  for 
a  man  to  afiSrm  that  of  which  he  knows  nothing,  as  it 
is  to  affirm  that  to  be  true  which  he  knows  to  be  false. 
This  maxim  is  neither  negatived  nor  qualified  by  the 

(a)  Cowp.  785. 
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Exeh.  rf  PUat,  doctiine  Ifdd  down  in  that  class  of  cases  deriyed  firam 
'  '  Pasley  v.  Freeman.  The  plaintiffs  in  those  cases  sought 
CoRNPooT  to  charge  a  party  with  damages  for  stating  that  which  he 
FowKR.  believed  to  be  true,  though  he  did  not  know  it  to  be  so,  in 
answer  to  inquiries  made  by  the  plaintiff  respecting  the 
credit  of  a  third  person.  There  the  defendant  had  no  end 
to  gain,  no  interest  in  the  event,  no  motive  to  deceive;  he 
was  not  one  of  the  dramatis  personse  in  the  construction  of 
any  contract.  It  does  not  follow  fixim  the  principle  eits- 
blished  in  these  cases,  that  if  in  any  one  of  them  the  d^* 
fendant  had  been  the  agent  employed  by  the  purchaser  of 
the  goods  to  buy  them  for  him,  and  even  without  the  autho- 
rity of  his  principal,  had  made  false  representations  of  Ui 
circumstances,  to  induce  the  seller  to  make  a  contract  to 
sell  his  goods  on  credit,  the  seller  would  have  been  bound 
to  deliver  them. 

Mr.  Clarke,  the  agent,  at  least  for  letting  the  house,  bi 
in  this  case  induced  the  defendant  to  enter  into  a  contnct 
by  a  false  representation  by  no  means  free  from  moral  ta^ 
pitudc,  even  upon  the  presumption  that  he  was  whoDy 
ignorant  of  the  matter.  That  the  truth  was  known  to  the 
plaintiff  is  admitted ;  that  he  had  an  interest  to  conceal  it, 
cannot  be  denied ;  nor  can  it  be  denied  that  it  was  con- 
cealed from  the  defendant.  Whether  his  concealment  wi> 
consistent  with  good  faith  and  free  from  moral  turpitude, 
may  be  determined  by  a  reference  to  the  case  put  by  Cicero 
in  the  third  book  of  his  Treatise  De  Officiis,  which  I  the 
rather  mention,  because  the  house,  the  sale  of  which  he 
puts  hypothetically,  by  way  of  example,  was  liable  to  an 
objection  that  bears  some  analogy  to  the  present  :-^ 

'^  Yendat  sedes  vir  bonus  propter  aliqua  vitia,  que  ipM 
n6rit,  cseteri  ignorent :  pestilentes  sint,  et  habeantur  nhi* 
bres ;  ignoretur  in  omnibus  cubicuhs  apparere  serpentes; 
male  materiatse,  ruinosse :  sed  hoc  prseter  dominum  nemo 
sciat :  quaero,  si  hoc  emptoribus  venditor  non  dixerit,  aedes- 
que  vendiderit  pluris  multo,  quam  se  venditurum  putant, 
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num  id  injustd  an  improbe  fecerit?''  He  then  gives  the  E*ch.  of  puat, 
ai^uments  on  both  sides^  and  concludes  that  the  vendor  v  ^'  . 
ought  not  to  have  concealed  these  defects  in  the  house  Cornfoot 
firom  the  buyer«  '^Neque  enim  id  est  celare^  quidquid  reti-  Fowke. 
oeas :  sed  com,  quod  tu  scias^  id  ignorare  emolumenti  tui 
caus&  velis  eos^  quorum  intersit  id  scire/'  Then  this 
ilhistrions  moralist  gives  his  own  opinion  of  the  moral  tur- 
pitude of  such  a  concealment^  for  he  says — '^  Hoc  autem 
celandi  genus  quale  sitj  et  cujus  hominis^  quis  non  videt  ? 
certe  non  aperti^  non  simplids^  non  ingenui^  non  justi^  non 
boni  viri;  versuti  potius^  obscuri^  astuti^  fallacis^  malitiosi^ 
callidij  veteratorisj  vairi/^  Now^  the  present  is  a  case  in 
which  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  material  fact  by 
the  principal^  and  the  false  representation  of  the  agents 
combine  to  constitute  a  sufficient  degree  of  frauds  even 
morally  speakings  to  sustain  the  defendant's  plea^  that  he 
was  induced  by  frauds  covin^  and  false  representation  to 
sign  the  contract.  K^  instead  of  a  brothel  next  door  to 
the  houae,  some  person  had  died  of  the  plague  in  one  of 
the  diambers  the  week  before  it  was  let^  the  case  would 
be  exactly  similar  to  that  put  by  Cicero  of  the  sedes  pesti- 
lentes.  According  to  the  concession  of  Mr.  Thesiger,  that 
objection  arising  within  the  house^  the  contract^  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case^  would  be  void.  But  according 
to  ihe  argument  of  my  learned  Brethren^  this  intrinsic 
Dbjection  would  have  made  no  difference;  the  agent  not 
>eing  acquainted  with  the  fact^  and  the  principal  being  no 
)arty  to  the  representation.  But  it  appears  to  me  that 
iothing  can  be  more  plain  than  that  the  principal^  though 
lot  boimd  by  the  representation  of  his  agent^  cannot  take 
idvantage  of  a  contract  made  imder  the  fisdse  representa- 
ion  of  an  agents  whether  that  agent  was  authorized  by  him 
IT  not  to  make  such  representation. 

Pot  the  ordinary  case  of  a  servant  employed  to  sell  a 
tiorse^  but  expressly  forbid  to  warrant  him  sound.  Is  it 
contended  that  the  buyer,  induced  by  the  warranty  to 
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Ezeh,  tf  PUoi,  give  ten  times  the  price  which  he  would  have  given  for  an 
^  '   ^     unsound  horse,  when  he  discovers  the  horse  to  be  unsound, 
CoRNFooT      is  not  entitled  to  rescind  the  contract?     This  would  be  to 
PowKE.       say,  that  though  the  principal  is  not  bound  by  the  fiilae 
representation  of  an  agent,  yet  he  is  entitled  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  that  fSodse  representation,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  contract  beneficial  to  himself,  which  he  could 
not  have  obtained  without  it.     I  own  that  it  never  had 
occurred  to  me  to  doubt,  upon  principle  or  upon  the 
authority  of  decided  cases,  that  the  knowledge  of  the  prin- 
cipal was  the  knowledge  of  the  agent,  and  the  knowledge 
of  the  agent  the  knowledge  of  the  principaL     In  the  case 
of  Seaman  v.  Fanereau  (a),  the  plaintiff,  living  abroad,  wrote 
a  letter  dated  27th  of  June,  1740,  to  order  his  agent 
to  effect  an  insurance  upon  a  vessel;  the  agent  received 
the  letter  the  25th  of  August,  and  effected  the  policy  the 
same  day;  but  on  the  2drd  of  August  the  agent  received 
a  letter,  mentioning  that  on  the  12th  the  ship  in  question, 
had  been  lost  sight  of  all  at  once;  that  the  captain  hadl 
before  said  she  was  leaky,  and  there  was  a  hard  gak  oi^ 
the  13th ;  the  ship  in  fact  was  not  then  lost,  but  was  cap- 
tured by  the  enemy  on  the  19th  of  August.     It  was  held, 
however,  that  the  policy  was  void,  because  the  agent  did 
not  communicate  the  intelligence  he  had  received,  of  which 
his  principal  knew  nothing.     This  principle  was  poshed 
even  further  in  the  case  of  FUzherbert  v.  Mather  (6),  where 
an  agent  having  written  a  letter  of  advice  on  which  a  po- 
licy was  effected,  received  intelligence  the  next  day  in 
time  to  have  written  by  the  post,  that  the  ship  was  lost, 
but  omitted  to  write.    The  policy  not  having  been  effected 
imtil  after  the  second  day's  post  had  arrived,  was  held  to 
be  void.     These  are  cases  to  shew  the  effect  of  knowledge 
by  the  agent  only,  but  the  cases  are  so  numerous  where 
policies  have  been  declared  void  by  reason  of  the  ksow- 

(a)  2  Stra.  1183.  {h)  1  T.  R.  12. 
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xLge  of  tlie  principal  not  commnnicated  to  the  agent^  that  Sxeh.  of  pieas, 

;  is  needless  to  cite  them;   no  principle  being  better 

stablished,  at  least  in  the  law  of  insurance^  than  that  the 

3iowledge  of  the  principal  is  the  knowledge  of  the  agent. 

Hiat  it  prevails  also  in  other  cases^  may  be  shewn  by  the 

Kothority  of  Mayhew  v.  Eames  (a) ;  there  the  agent^  who 

sent  goods  by  a  carrier^  did  not  know  that  the  carrier  had 

limited  his  responsibility  by  a  notice^  but  the  principal  did 

know  it^  and  the  Court  held  that  the  knowledge  of  the 

principal  was  the  knowledge  of  the  agent,  in  favour  of  the 

carrier.    The  same  principle  was  recognised  in  the  cases 

»f  WilUs  y.  The  Bank  of  England  [b),  and  Schneider  v. 

Hecih,  a  cause  in  which  I  was  one  of  the  counsel.     It 

is  shortly  reported  in  3rd  Camp.  506.    That  was  a  case 

of  the  sale  of  a  ship  under  a  particular,  which  represented 

the  hull  to  be  nearly  as  good  as  when  laimched,  but  the 

vessel  and  stores  were  to  be  taken  with  all  faults  as  they 

^l^en  lay.    The  bottom  of  the  vessel  was  worm-eaten  and 

tte  keel  broken,  and  she  was  quite  unseaworthy.     The 

captain,  when  the  ship  was  advertised  for  sale,  had  set  her 

«8oat,  80  that  neither  the  person  who  framed  the  particu- 

ktt,  nor  the  buyer,  could  discover  these  defects.    An  action 

was  brought  for  money  had  and  received,  to  recover  back 

flic  deposit  by  the  purchaser.    The  person  who  prepared 

^  particular  of  sale  proved  that  he  had  inserted  the  de- 

"cnption  of  the  vessel  without  having  examined  her,  nor 

WM  he  aware  that  it  was  untrue.    Mansfield,  C,  J.,  says — 

'I  think  the  particular  is  evidence  here  by  way  of  repre- 

^tation,  that  states  the  hull  to  be  nearly  as  good  as  when 

^ched,  and  that  the  vessel  required  a  most  trifling  outfit. 

^ow,  is  this  true  or  fidse  ?  Kfiedse,  it  is  a  fraud  which  vitiates 

tte  contract.  What  was  the  fact  ?  The  hull  was  worm-eaten, 

^  keel  was  broken,  and  the  ship  could  not  be  rendered 

•^Worthy  without  a  most  expensive  outfit.     The  agent 

V)  3  B.  ft  Cr.  601.  (6)  4  Adol.  &  £U.  39 ;  5  Nev.  &  M.  47S. 
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Exeh,  of  putu,  tells  MB,  he  framed  this  particular  witihont  Imowing  any- 
•   ^     thing  of  the  matter.    But  it  signifies  notiiing  whettier  a 
CoRNFooT      man  represents  a  thing  to  be  different  from  what  he  knows 
FowKB.       it  to  be^  or  whether  he  makes  a  representation  which  he 
does  not  know  at  the  time  to  be  true  or  tsiae,  i^  in  point 
of  fact^  it  turns  out  to  be  false/'    This  case  appears  to  me 
exactly  in  pointy  and  I  cannot  but  persuade  mjrself  that  I 
am  supported  in  my  opinion  by  the  great  authority  of  Sir 
James  Mansfield.    These  cases  were  all  cited  in  the  arga- 
ment.     I  must  own^  however^  that  the  principle  found  in 
them  appears  to  me  so  familiar  with  the  daily  practice  oC 
the  Courts  and  of  the  worlds  that  I  should  not  have  Aoaghfe 
it  necessary  to  refer  to  cases^  but  for  the  very  grave  doiib% 
thrown  upon  it.    Where  the  owner  of  a  house  or  of  a  hn^^ 
employs  an  agent  to  negotiate  and  settle  the  terms  of  « 
contract  for  letting  the  one  or  the  other^  more  especially 
when  he  has  referred  to  that  agent  for  particularsiy  can  it 
be  doubted  that  the  party  treating  with  that  agent  is  enti- 
tled to  consider  him  as  the  proper  source  of  all  inftnna- 
tion  that  it  may  be  material  to  him  to  possess  with  a  vew 
to  making  his  contract  ?     Or  that  for  the  purpose  of  sod 
contract,  any  representation,  material  to  the  subject  of  in- 
quiry, must  be  considered  as  if  made  by  the  principal?  Pat 
the  case,  that  Mr.  Clarke  the  agent  had  been  fully  iqypiixed 
of  this  objection  to  the  house,  but  that  in  the  multqdidty 
of  his  engagements  he  had  sent  a  clerk  to  represent  lunif 
and  that  the  clerk,  in  ignorance,  had  made  the  representa- 
tion in  question :  would  the  argument  have  been  miged 
in  that  case,  that  there  was  no  fraud  in  the  derk  because 
he  was  ignorant,  and  none  in  the  master  because  he  did 
not  make  the  representation?     But  what  other  rdatioa 
exists  between  master  and  servant,  as  far  as  third  persons 
are  concerned,  but  that  of  principal  and  agent?    If  tiie 
clerk  of  a  merchant  or  tradesman  offer  goods  for  sale  to  • 
customer,  with  a  misrepresentation  very  material  to  ihetf 
value,  which  representation  his  master  knows  to  be  &b^ 
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but  the  clerk  supposed  to  be  true^  whereupon  the  custo-  Eteh,  of  puai, 
mer  agrees  to  give  double  the  real  value  of  the  goods,  is     ^  ^^^'   . 
the  customer  bound  to  take  and  pay  for  the  goods,  because      Cornfoot 
the  derk  only  represented  a  fact  which  he  did  not  know       fowkb. 
to  be  false?   or  is  not  the  contract,  for  the  purpose  of 
trying  its  validity  against  the  purchaser,  to  be  dealt  with 
in  the  same  way  as  if  the  master  had  made  the  representa- 
tion?    Qui  facit  per  alium  facit  per  se.    And  what  would 
be  the  condition  of  men,  if,  in  every  case  of  a  treaty  made 
with  an  agent,  the  party  was  imder  the  necessity  of  sub- 
mitting to  suffer  by  the  misrepresentations  of  that  agent 
about  the  subject-matter,  because  he  had  not  first  ascer- 
tained the  extent  of  the  agent^s  powers? 

Li  transactions  that  are  of  a  very  unusual  character,  and 
where  power  is  rarely  granted  to  an  agent  to  bind  his  prin- 
cipal, except  within  very  strict  limits,  it  may  be  a  very 
necessary  caution  in  the  party  dealing  with  the  agent  to 
fa^w  first  the  extent  of  his  authority ;  but  in  so  ordinary 
a  transaction  as  that  of  letting  a  ready-furnished  house, 
vhere  the  principal  refers  to  a  house-agent  for  particulars, 
^  leaves  it  to  him  to  procure  a  tenant — ^who  would  think 
rf  suspending  the  treaty,  in  order  to  write  to  the  landlord 
^  the  country  to  make  inquiries,  lest  the  agent  might  not 
J^^e  ftdl  power  or  information  to  answer  them  ?  Never- 
theless the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  is  mainly  founded 
^n  a  conjecture^  that  the  agent  might  possibly  have 
i«d  no  authority  to  make  a  representation  of  this  kind, 
^Poii  which  it  is  contended  that  it  must  not  be  presumed 
^  he  had  such  an  authority  without  proof,  and  that 

^  ^e  had  no  such  authority  he  could  not  bind  his  prin- 
cipal. 

,  I  grapple  with  this  argument,  first,  by  denjdng  the  pro- 
W^ty  of  the  conjecture  upon  which  it  is  founded.  I 
^^^^tain  that  a  man  who  employs  his  agent  to  let  his 
^^ise  or  £arm,  or  who  refers  inquirers  to  an  agent  for  par- 
^^^^Ulars  upon  any  subject,  must  be  presumed,  if  the  con- 
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sentadon  of  the  agent  is  that  of  the  principal ;  and  the  E*eh.  of  Pteat, 
Msehood  of  that  representation  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal^  and  the  concealment  of  a  material  fact  to  the 
defendant^  are  sufficient  to  sustain  the  plea. 

I  would  just  add,  that,  in  the  case  of  Pickering  v.  Daw- 
son, which  has  been  referred  to,  there  was  no  firaud,  and  no 
representation.  The  sellers  had  bought  the  ship  upon  a 
representation  which  they  shewed  to  the  buyer,  not  as 
their  representation,  but  as  the  one  made  to  them,  and 
^hich  they  had  no  reason  to  doubt ;  and  they  at  the  same 
time  gave  to  the  buyer  the  fullest  opportunity  of  examin- 
ing the  ship,  of  the  state  of  which  they  knew  nothing. 


Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 


Harrison  v.  Patnter. 


C 


'ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Surrey  for  a  false  return  of  in  the  year 

nulla  bona  to  an  alias  testatum  fi.  fa.,  issued  at  the  suit  ^f  f^^  f][[)^(I^e  at 

of  the  plaintiff  against  the  West  Cork  Mining  Company.      ^^'^f^}lXe 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  other  at  th« suit 
there  were  no  goods,  chattels,  or  effects  of  the  said  com-  were  issued 
pany  within  lus  the  said   sheriff^s  bailiwick,  whereof  he  west'cork 

Mining  Com- 
pany, and  lodged  with  the  sheriff  of  Surrey,  who  seized  goods  of  the  company  to  a  large  amount. 
Proceedings  in  Chancery  were  then  instituted  by  the  company,  and  injunctions  granted  to  re- 
strain the  sheriff  from  selling  the  goods,  but  he  nevertheless  sold  them,  and  they  realized  £\370t 
which  he  paid  into  his  banker's  hands  to  the  account  of  the  sheriff.  On  the  6th  of  June,  1839, 
(the  proceedings  in  Chancery  being  still  pending),  the  plaintiff  issued  a  fi.  fa.  against  the  com- 
pany, directed  to  the  defendant,  the  sheriff  for  that  year,  and  gave  him  notice  of  the  former  levy. 
On  the  8th  of  August  the  proceedings  in  Chancery  terminated ;  the  result  of  which  was,  that  the 
debts  of  S.  and  E.  were  reduced  to  jC545,  which  reduced  amount  was  paid  over  to  them  by  the 
sheriff,  and  the  residue,  £S25,  paid  over  to  the  company,  and  the  sheriff  returned  nulla  bona  to 
the  plaintiff's  execution.  The  same  person  acted  as  under-sheriff  in  the  years  1837,  1838,  and 
1839: — Held,  in  an  action  for  a  false  return,  that  the  present  defendant  was  not  liable,  inasmuch 
as  the  former  writs  were  wholly  executed  by  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  sheriff  in 
1837,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  transferred  to  the  present  defendant  under  3  &  4  WilL  4, 
c.  99,  i.  7i  as  writs  "  not  wholly  executed ;"  and  that  he  was  not  rendered  liable  by  having  em- 
ployed the  same  under-sheriff. 

Heid,  also,  that  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  after  satisfying  the  two  former  exe- 
cutions, constituted  a  debt  from  the  sheriff  who  leried  in  1837  to  the  company,  and  as  such 
amid  not  be  taken  in  execution  under  1  8r  2  Vict  c  110,  s.  12. 
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Exeh.  of  PUoi,  could  havc  levied^  &c.;  thirdly^  that  the  sheriff  had  Uj^ 
.   ^^'   .    any  notice  as  in  the  declaration  alleged^  of  there  being  any 
Harrison     such  goods^  &c.^  within  his  bailiwick^  whereof  he  eoftU 
Patnter.     have  levied :  on  which  pleas  issues  were  taken. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.^  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term^  the  following  facts  iqp- 
peared  in  evidence.      Li  the  year  1837  two  writs  of  i 
fa.^  one  at  the  suit  of  a  person  named  Solarte^  for  £1034, 
and  the  other  at  the  suit  of  Elkington  for  £530,  wot 
issued  against  the  West  Cork  Mining  Company^  and  lodged 
with  Alcock^  the  then  Sheriff  of  Surrey^  who  seized  under 
them  goods  belonging  to  the  company  to  the  amount  of 
between  £1300  and  £1400.   Proceedings  in  Chancery  were 
then  instituted  by  the  company  against  the  plainti£Es  in 
those  actions^  and  injunctions  were  obtained  to  restrain  the 
sheriff  &om  selling  the  goods^  which  were  served  upon  Ima 
in  July  1837.    The  sheriff^  however^  in  defiance  of  the 
injunctions^  sold  the  goods  in  October  1837,  and  they  le- 
aUzed  £1370,  which  having  been  received  by  the  undffl- 
sheriff,  was  by  him  paid  into  the  hands  (^  his  banker,  irid 
whom  he  kept  an  account  in  the  name  of  the  sheriff.    On 
the  6th  of  June,  1839,  (the  proceedings  in  Chancery  being 
stiU  pending),  the  present  plaintiff  issued  the  alias  testa- 
tum fi.  fa.  against  the  company  for  249/.  18^.,  directed  to 
the  defendant,  who  had  come  into  office  in  that  year,  and 
on  the  17th  of  June  served  him  with  notice  of  the  two 
former  levies,  and  of  the  money  remaining  in  the  bte 
sheriff's  hands,  and  requiring  him  to  make  a  levy  out  of  it, 
and  not  to  pay  it  over  to  the  company.     On  the  8th  of 
August  following,  the  proceedings  in  Chancery  terminated; 
the  result  of  which  was,  that  the  debt  of  Solarte  ma 
reduced  to  £530,  and  that  of  Elkington  to  £15,  wUck 
amount  was  paid  over  to  them  by  the  sheriff,  and  thor 
debts  satisfied,  and  the  residue  of  £825  was  paid  over  to 
the  West  Cork  Mining  Company  under  an  indemnity. 
The  sheriff  returned  nulla  bona  to  the  plaintiff's  execution* 
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It  appeared  that  the  same  under-sheriff  had  acted  for  the  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
different  sheriffs  during  the  years  1837,  1838,  and  1839.     ^J^^'   . 
It  was  objected  at  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff^s  remedy  was      Harrison 
against  the  late  sheriff;  and  Lord  AbrngeVf  C.  B.,  being  of      Paynter. 
tliat  opinion,  the  jury,  under  his  direction,  found  a  yer- 
diel  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  and 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  third,  as  to  the  notice  :  the  learned 
J^xidge  giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
oix  the  two  former  issues  for  the  amount  of  his  execution,  if 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  present  defendant 
liable. 


jSefly  now  moved  accordingly. — ^The  present  sheriff  is 
liable  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff.      The  writs  issued  at  the 
*^t  of  Solarte  and  Elkington  were  unexecuted  writs  down 
to  the  time  of  the  plidntiff^s  execution,  and  as  such,  ought 
^  We  been  transferred  to  the  succeeding  sheriff,  under 
fte  provisions  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  s.  7 ;  and  the  Court 
^  presume  that  that  has  been  done  which  the  law  re- 
^iQi^  to  be  done.    The  defendant  had,  therefore,  notice 
of  the  money  having  been  levied  under  those  executions, 
^d  the  surplus,  after  satisfying  them,  was  money  avail- 
able in  his  hands  for  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff^s  claim ; 
^^  hsTing  paid  it  over  to  the  company,  he  is  liable  in  this 
^on  for  a  false  return.    A  writ  of  execution  is  "not 
^HoUy  executed,^'  until  the  money  levied  is  paid  over  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action.     The  under-sheriff  held  the 
^*^ey  to  satisfy  the  former  executions ;  and  though  the 
^^  were  not  actually  transferred,  in  consequence  of  the 
defendant  having  employed  the  same  under-sheriff,  yet  it 
^^  be  considered  the  same  as  if  they  were  actually  trans- 
"^'^  firom  the  old  sheriff  to  the  new,  and  then  the  under- 
^eriff  ceased  to  hold  the  money  for  the  former  sheriff,  and 
*^dd  it  for  the  present  one.     [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the 
^ts  were  not  wholly  executed,  and  that  the  under-sheriff 
^^t  to  have  transferred  the  money  to  the  account  of 
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Erch.  of  Pleas,  the  new  sheiiff^  but  omitted  to  do  so^  can  you  maintaiu ; 
•  ^  action  against  the  present  sheriff  under  these  ckcm 
Harrison  stances?]  It  is  submitted^  that  these  being  writs  ''m 
Patmter.  wholly  executed/'  were  transferred  by  operation  of  Inr; 
and  if  they  were  so^  then  the  under-sheriff  would  h/M 
the  money  to  satisfy  those  writs  in  the  hands  of  the  new 
sheriff;  and  by  operation  of  law^  the  money  would  beoone 
the  money  of  the  new  sheriff  for  that  purpose.  But  inde- 
pendently of  that  question^  and  even  supposing  that  the 
money  is  to  be  considered  as  money  remaining  in  ik 
hands  of  the  late  sheriff^  the  surplus^  after  satisfying  tk 
former  executions,  was  money  belonging  to  the  Wot 
Cork  Mining  Company,  which  might  have  been  seized  bj 
the  present  sheriff  under  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  s.  12,  whid 
enables  the  sheriff  to  seize  and  take  any  money  or  bink 
notes  belonging  to  the  person  against  whose  estate  a  && 
shall  be  sued  out.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  word  "  manef*  Hat 
means  specific  gold  and  silver  coin  or  bank  notes,  noti 
debt.  Before  the  late  act,  bank  notes  and  cash  coaM  vd 
be  taken  in  execution.  Parke,  B. — ^Under  that  statute 
you  cannot  seize  a  debt.  This  was  not  a  security  fiv  i 
debt,  nor  a  security  for  money  in  the  funds,  but  a  men 
debt.]  If  that  be  so,  the  other  point  is  important,  as  itlkii 
now  become  a  general  practice  for  sheriffs  to  appoint  flie 
imder-sheriff  who  was  in  office  the  preceding  year. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  practice  of  appointing  fl* 
same  under-sheriff  to  act  for  succeeding  sheriffs  has  beea 
found  so  convenient  that  it  has  been  established  by  act  of 
Parliament  (a),  that  the  sheriffs  of  each  county  shall  ap* 
point  deputies  or  agents  who  shall  be  resident  or  hsTeaa 
office  in  London,  and  it  has  been  found  so  convenient  Sat 
succeeding  sheriffs  to  appoint  the  same  agent,  diat  I 
should  be  very  sorry  that  that  circumstance  should  be 

(a)  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  42,  a.  20. 
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^und  for  charging  the  new  sheriff  with  the  lia-  Rxek.  of  PUat, 

f  the  old  one.      I  thought  at  the  trial,  and  I  still  sif^ 

at  the  money  received  by  the  former  sheriff  on  the  Harrison 

lie  goods,  cannot  be  considered  as  money  in  the  Patmter. 
the  new  sheriff,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  trans- 
;  accounts  relating  to  this  matter  from  the  one  to 


5,  B. — It  is  perfectly  clear  to  me  that  the  plaintiff 
titled  to  a  rule  in  this  case.  The  facts  are  these, 
execution  are  issued,  directed  to  the  late  sheriff, 
3s  under  them  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
'  the  execution  creditors.  The  goods  are  sold,  and 
«ds  are  subsequently  applied  in  discharge  of  those 
nd  the  residue  paid  over  by  the  under-sheriff  to 
ndants  in  those  actions.  Under  these  circum- 
the  present  defendant  having  in  the  meantime 
sheriff,  it  is  contended  that  these  writs  ought  to 
n  transferred  from  the  old  sheriff  to  the  new,  by 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99,  s.  7,  which  provides,  that 
;riff  shall,  at  the  expiration  of  his  office,  make  out 
er  to  the  new  sheriff  an  accoimt  of  all  prisoners  in 
ly,  and  of  all  writs  in  his  hands  not  wholly  exe^ 
him,  and  shall  turn  over  and  transfer  to  the  care 
x)dy  of  the  incoming  sheriff  all  such  prisoners, 
J.  Now  I  think  these  writs  ought  not  to  have 
transferred,  because  they  were  wholly  executed ; 
remained  to  be  done  by  the  sheriff  who  had  seized 
5  and  sold  them,  but  to  hand  over  the  money  to 
tiffs  in  those  executions:  and  when  under  such 
inces  the  new  sheriff  came  into  office,  the  writs 
t  to  be  transferred  to  him.  The  money,  the  pro- 
the  sale,  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  banker  of 
3r  sheriff,  and  never  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
heriff,  so  that  there  was  no  property  liable  to  the 
ixcution.  K,  however,  the  balance  had  been  paid 
I.  D  D  M.  w. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  over  to  the  present  sheriff^  then  would  come  the  questiany 
'   ^    whether,  xmder  process  of  execution  directed  to  the  present 
Harrison      sheriff^  he  could  seizo  a  debt  dne  from  the  former  sheriff  to 
Patntbr.     the  defendant  in  the  action.     Now  although  bonds,  bills, 
and  notes^  and  other  securities  for  money,  maj  be  taken  in 
execution  under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  12,  it  has  been  set- 
tled, that  mere  debts  cannot  be  seized:  and  this  bemg  a 
debt  due  from  the  former  sheriff  to  the  company,  it  is  not 
subject  to  execution.    With  respect  to  the  fact  of  the. 
same  person  haying  acted  as  under-sheriff  to  both  shmSL^ 
that  makes  no  difference  in  point  of  law,  as  he  is  the^ 
employed  and  acting  in  a  separate  capacity,  and  the  on^^ 
effect  of  that  would  be,  that  notice  to  him  would  be  t|^ 
same  as  notice  to  a  distinct  agent  of  the  former  sheriff. 

Alderson,  B. — ^These  two  writs  were  wholty  execotttl 
by  the  former  sheriff  by  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  goods. 
Upon  that  sale  taking  place,  and  producing,  as  it  qppeais, 
after  the  Chancellor's  order,  more  than  enough  to  satii^ 
the  claims  of  the  execution  creditors,  the  proceedi  be- 
longed partly  to  the  execution  debtor,  and  partly  to  tbe 
execution  creditors.  There  was  therefore  a  debt  due  frooi 
Alcock,  the  former  sheriff,  to  each  of  those  parties^  and  the 
question  is,  whether,  under  such  drcumstancesi,  the  pre- 
sent sheriff  can  be  liable :  and  it  seems  to  me  tbil  k 
cannot. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

BoleieAiied. 
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Exch.  of  PUaSf 
1840. 

Hirst  v.  Horn  and  Another.  ^^      ^      ' 

J^£BT  for  the  double  value  of  lands  wrongfiilly  held  over  a  notice  to  quit 
by  the  defendants,  as  tenants  to  the  plaintiff.— Plea,  not  aTy?"  or7t''''" 
guilty.    At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  York  ""^'^  ^^"^^  «« 

.  .  .  .  .  y**"^  holding 

Assises,  it  appeared  that  the  farm  in  question,  lyhich  was  shall  expire 

^i^Txi  eight  miles  £r<Mn  Huddersfield,  had  originally  been  expiration  of 

the  property  of  the  father  of  the  two  defendants,  Henry  from^the  "ceipt 

ifcnd  John  Horn,  who  had  sold  it  to  the  plaintiff.      Henry  p^'^is  notice," 

u,  .  ii»"*  sufficient 

Hotrn,  who  was  an  organist  at  Huddersfield,  took  the  farm  demand  of  pos- 
fioia  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  occupied  for  several  years,  the'4  Geo.  2^ 
^wta  1836,  by  the  defendant  John  Horn,  Henry  paying  J;„^^e/the  te- 
the  rent,  and  taking  receipts  whereby  the  rent  was  stated  nant  liable  for 
to  be  payable  on  the  Ist  January  and  1st  July.      On  after  the  deter- 
ge 1st  January,  1837,  the  plaintiff  gave  a  notice  to  quit  '^^^^'^  °^'^* 
*te  £inn,  addressed  to  both  brothers,  in  which  he  re-     where,  on 

the  receipt  of  a 

Vured  them  to  quit  ou  the  1st  day  of  July  then  next,  or  notice  to  quit  to 
oa  such  other  day  as  their  holding  should  expire  next  TJ^V^oi 
•fter  the  expiration  of  half  a  year  from  the  receipt  of  TuaS^^cuyed 
that  uotiee*    It  was  objected  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  the  land,  the 

. .  .  /.      ,  r>i         rx         txrx         -.1  1        •!       Other  said 

notice  to  satisfy  the  stat.  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  1 ;  but  the  ob-  '<  that  he  had 
jection  was  overruled.      It  was  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  wUhThViand^:" 
^eoduits,  that,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country  in  7-.^'W»  that 

.,  .  .  .  this  statement 

uiat  part  of  Yorkshire,  the  times  of  holding  were  from  was  not  admis- 

^^dlemas  and  May-day,  and  evidence  was  given  for  the  that^a  holding 

purpose  of  shewing  this,  but  they  failed  to  prove  that  it  ap-  elpiratbn  o*^ 

^ied  to  this  farm.    The  defendant's  counsel  proposed  also  the  notice,  was 

^  not  wilful  on 

^  call  the  jdaintiff's  attorney,  to  shew  that  Henry  Horn  the  part  of  the 
•^^ted  to  him,  on  the  receipt  of  the  notice,  that  he  had      Quare,  whe- 
^^othing  to  do  with  the  occupation  of  the  land,  and  therefore  {^nanVb  neces- 
'^  could  not  be  liable  in  this  action ;  but  the  learned  Judge  sa^iy  Habie  for 

j^-  .  the  wilful  hold- 

'^lected  the  evidence,  holding  that  he  was  liable  m  law  for  ing  over  of  his 
^^  wilful  holding  over  of  his  co-tenant,  and  under  his 
"^i^hip's  directions,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
^^^ages^QO. 

D  d2 


394  CASKS   IN   THE   EXCHBQUBK^ 

EMk.  «/  PUmt,      Dimdas  now  moved  for  a  new  trials  on  the  ground  of 
v,l!J2:^     misdirection.— The  first  qnestion  is,  whether  the  notice  to 
Hirst         qi^t  was  a  su£Bcient  demand  of  possession  to  satisfy  tbe 
HoBir.        statnte.     It  would,  no  doubt,  be  sufiBicient  for  the  purposes 
of  an  ejectment,  bnt  in  order  to  impose  npon  the  teiuuit 
the  penalties  of  this  statute,  it  ought  to  be  absolute  and  de- 
terminate in  its  terms,  and  to  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the 
period  at  which  the  tenancy  is  to  expire.      In  WUkmsmi, 
Colley  (a),  a  notice  to  quit  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  d^ 
mand  within  the  statute ;   but  there  it  was  to  quit  at  i 
day  certain.     At  that  time,  too,  the  statute  was  oonsidered 
a  remedial  one,  but  it  is  now  regarded  as  penal :  Lbydr. 
Rosbee  {b).  Here  no  specific  time  is  pointed  out  firom  which 
its  penal  operation  is  to  commence. 

Secondly,  in  order  to  render  the  defendants  liable  in  this 
action,  there  must  have  been  a  wilful  andj^erper^eholdiBg 
over,  and  although  the  holdings  from  Candlemas  and  M^* 
day  were  not  proved  to  apply,  yet,  if  the  defendants  had  i 
fair  doubt  as  to  the  period  when  their  tenancy  expired, 
which  would  be  increased  by  the  uncertain  terms  of  the 
notice,  it  could  not  be  said  to  be  a  wilful  holding  OTer  after 
the  1st  of  July :   fVriffht  v.  Smith  (c). 

Thirdly,  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  as  to 
the  statement  made  to  him  by  Henry  Horn,  was  wrongly 
rejected.  It  would  have  shewn  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
wilfully  holding  over.  Suppose  a  lessee  for  years  assigned, 
and  the  assignee  held  over,  would  the  lessee  be  liabk  for 
double  value  ?  It  has  been  held  that  an  executor  who  hts 
not  entered,  is  not  liable  for  use  and  occupation  by  reason 
of  the  entry  of  his  co-executor :  Nation  v.  Tozer  (rf).  [Lorf 
Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Executors  are  not  partners.]  This  is  a 
penal  action,  and  a  party  is  not  liable  merely  because  lie  is 
the  partner  of  the  tenant  actually  holding  over.  \Paiiiti 
B. — The  custom  did  not  apply  to  your  tenancy,  and  there- 

{a)  5  Burr.  2094.  (c)  5  Esp.  203. 

(6)  2  Camp.  453.  {d)  1  O,  M.,  &  R.  172. 
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fore  70U  had  no  right  to  entertain  any  fair  doubt  as  to  the  Exch.  of  Pieas, 
termination  of  yonr  holdmg.]  v     ^      ^ 

Hirst 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — I  think^  according  to  the  strict        Horw. 
roles  of  Ikw,  it  would  be  wrong  to  grant  a  rule  in  this  case. 
What  a  man  says  for  himself  can  be  no  evidence  for  him  : 
if  any  act  had  been  done^  it  would  be  different      I  think^ 
therefore^  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  rejecting  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  statement.     Then  there  was 
no    evidence  to  shew  that  the  terms  of  the  original  te- 
nancy were  altered:    the  rent  was  paid  until  1836  by 
Henry  Horn,   and  there  was  no  evidence    to    shew  a 
i^lease  o£  his  interest.      As  to  the  notice,  if  a  man  holds 
over  under  a  supposition  that  he  has  a  right,  that  is  a  dif- 
ferent case ;    but  here  we  must  assimie  that  it  was  clear 
^^  defendants  had  none,  and  that  the  tenancy  began  on 
™^  Ist  of  July.     This  is  the  ordinary  form  of  notice,  which 
"**   been  adopted  in  order  to  prevent  the  tenant  from 
^^^^'Ding  round  and  setting  up  a  different  conunencement 
^  tlie  tenancy;  and  we  must  suppose  the  tenant  knew  the 
°^e  of  its  expiration  as  well  as  the  landlord,  and  that  the 
Ctetom  did  not  apply. 

Pakse,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear  this 
^aa  a  good  notice  to  quit,  in  order  to  determine  a  tenancy 
frona  year  to  year;  it  is  a  form  which  has  long  been 
■iopted,  in  order  to  prevent  the  effect  of  any  mistake  in  the 
^tement  of  the  time  when  the  tenancy  expires ;  and  it  is 
^^[Ually  a  sufBcient  demand  of  possession ;  all  that  can  be 
'^d  on  that  point  is,  that  if  there  be  a  real  doubt  as  to  the 
P^^iod  of  the  expiration  of  the  tenancy,  an  argument  may 
"^  drawn  from  the  uncertainty  of  the  notice,  to  shew  that  the 
•folding  over  was  not  wilful.  If  there  were  a  reasonable 
^Ubt,  and  the  defendant  bon&  fide  acted  on  it,  that  would 
"^  a  fair  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  But  here  the  only 
^ode  of  raising  any  doubt  was  by  a  reference  to  the  cus- 
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t;. 
Horn. 


Esck.  of  Pieai,  tom  of  the  country ;  but  that  dearly  did  not  apply^  nor 
^  '  ^  raise  any  fair  claim  to  hold  over  on  the  ground  of  ri(;ht. 
Hirst  There  was,  therefore,  no  misdirection,  nor  was  the  verdict 
wrong.  With  regard  to  the  rejection  of  the  evidence,  if 
there  had  been  a  notice  from  Henry  'Rom  that  he  wii 
ready  to  give  up  the  farm,  I  should  have  thought  that  it 
was  a  fair  question  to  be  considered,  whether  one  defimd- 
ant  might  not  be  Uable,  and  the  other  not :  but  this  iru 
only  a  statement  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  tiie  hmd. 


Aldsrson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not^  as 
at  present  advised,  entirely  accede  to  the  doctrine  that  <nie 
tenant  is  necessarily  bound  by  the  wilM  holding  over  of 
his  co-tenant;  but  here  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to 
raise  that  point. 

Rolfs,  B. — I  entirely  concur.    All  tiiat  the  defendint 

Henry  Horn  meant  to  say  was,  not  that  he  did  not  intend 

to  hold  over  in  future,  but — '*  take  notice  I  am  not  BeW^ 

for  any  by-gone  rent,  because  I  have  had  nothing  to  do 

with  the  occupation  of  the  land/'    That  was  making  eri' 

dence  for  himself. 

Rule  refused. 


A  Judge  at 
chambers)  by 
consent  of  the 
parties  in  a 
cause,  ordered) 
that  on  pay- 


Ball  v.  Stanley. 

J.N  this  case  the  proceedings  had  been  stayed  by  the  ki^ 
lowing  order  of  Petrke,  B.,  dated  the  8th  of  August,  1889:—^ 
"  Upon  hearing  the  attornies  or  agents  on  both  sides,  uk^ 
by  consent,  I  do  cnrder,  that,  upon  payment  of  £800j  ^^ 
debt  and  costs,  debt  duc  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  which  th^ 
lnVth?dd,T"in  action  is  brought,  together  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  a»^ 
six  months,  all    pj^^  ^  foUows, — ^thc  costs  dowu,  and  the  debt  in  fd^ 

further  proceed'   *  '  ' 

ings  in  the  cause 

should  be  stay-  ,^ 

ed.     The  defendant  paid  the  costs  down  in  pursnanc€  of  the  order: — OtU,  tiMt  the  flaiflf"^ 
could  not,  within  the  six  nionths,  obtain  an  order  to  arrest  the  defendant,  under  the  1  &  S  ^^ 

€.110,8.8. 
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donths^  all  Juriher  proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed.  Btch.  of  pteas, 
Lnd  I  do  further  order^  that  unless  the  said  debt  and  costs 
€  paid  as  aforesaid^  the  plainti£f  shall  be  at  liberty  to  sign 
jaal  judgment^  and  issue  execution  for  the  amount/'  The 
oats  were  paid  down  in  pursuance  of  this  order.  On  the 
4th  of  Januarj,  1840^  the  same  learned  Judge^  on  an 
ffidayit  stating  the  deponent's  belief  that  the  defendant 
ras  about  to  leaye  the  country  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
\ke  payment  under  the  above  order^  made  an  order  under 
he  1  &  2  Yidt.  c.  110^  s.  &,  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  at 
iberty^  within  four  days^  to  issue  one  or  more  writ  or 
rrits  of  capias  into  one  or  more  different  counties^  as  the 
»8e  might  require^  against  the  defendant,  indorsed  to 
bold  him  to  bail  for  the  sum  of  £900,  pursuant  to  the  sta- 
tute ;  the  defendant  being  at  liberty  to  move  the  Court  to 
set  aside  that  order.  A  writ  of  capias  accordingly  issued, 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  arrested. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  E,  V.  Williams  obtained  a  rule 
isi  to  rescind  the  order,  and  set  aside  the  writ :  against 
iiich 

Mwmfrey  now  shewed  cause. — ^Thc  question  is,  whether 
^cler  the  circumstaxijoes  the  order  for  the  defendant's  ar- 
st  was  warranted  by  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  issuing  of 
c^^pias  under  that  act  is  not  at  all  an  ordinary /woc^^c^in^ 
th/t  cause,  [Alderson,  B. — Must  not  the  affidavit  to  ob- 
^i^  it  be  entitled  in  the  cause  ?  The  plaintiff  cannot  have 
^^pias  at  all  until  after  the  cause  has  been  commenced.] 
o  doubt  there  is  a  cause  depending ;  but  this  is  not  a 
^^cceeding  in  the  cause  towards  judgment.  It  is  altoge- 
^«r  collateral — a  kind  of  excrescence  on  the  cause — a  re- 
^^y  whereby  the  plaintiff  may  be  assisted  if  necessary. 
^  proceeding  m  the  catuse  must  mean  something  ordinarily 
^d  necessarily  done  in  the  prepress  of  the  cause ;  but  the 
'^iise  would  be  equally  perfect  without  this.  Suppose  the 
litest  were  after  y&edkX,  when  the  law  stays  the  proceed- 
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£xdL  •/  Pkm»,  ings  until  the  followmg  Term:  that  would  surely  be  nopnT- 
'        ceeding  in  the  cause.    The  words  of  the  act  faTOur  tliii! 
constniction — it  calls  the  order  ''  a  special  order/' 

E,  V.  JVUIiatms,  contra. — ^lliis  was  a  bargain  to  this 
effect : — I^  the  defendant^  wiU  not  dispute  the  debt,  pio- 
Tided  I  have  ax  months  to  pay  it  in  (a).  He  performs  his 
part  of  the  bargain.  Can  the  plaintiff^  in  violation  of  die 
terms  of  it,  arrest  him  within  the  six  months?  If  not  a 
direct  proceeding  in  the  cause,  it  is  a  collateral  proceeding 
in  the  cause,  obtained  on  affidavits  entitled  in  the  cause, 
and  is  the  parent  of  divers  proceedings  which  are  dearly 
taken  in  the  cause — the  putting  in  bail,  or  depodting 
money  in  lieu  thereof,  &c  [lie  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

Parke,  B. — ^When  this  matter  was  first  before  me  at 
chambers,  I  was  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  term 
"  further  proceedings,"  in  the  previous  order,  meant  only 
the  ordinary  proceedings  with  a  view  to  final  judgment;  and 
under  that  impression  I  granted  the  order  for  holding  the 
defendant  to  bail.  The  point  was  ably  argued  by  Mr.  Hi'- 
Hams  on  moving  for  the  present  rule,  and  I  am  now  satis- 
fied that  my  first  impression  was  wrong,  and  that  this  is 
clearly  a  collateral  proceeding  in  the  cause,  although  not  a 
necessary  proceeding  towards  obtaining  final  judgment  It 
is  in  efiect  the  same  thing  as  if  the  defendant  originally 
had,  for  good  consideration,  six  months'  credit  for  tJie 
debt ;  and  the  efiect  of  the  order  is  to  tie  up  the  plain- 
tiff ^s  hands,  and  prevent  his  using  any  remedy  against 
the  defendant,  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  six  months. 
I  ought  not,  therefore,  to  have  granted  this  order.  The 
result  will  be,  that  in  future,  when  these  bargains  are 
made,  and  it  is  intended  to  reserve  to  the  plaintiff  the  right 

(a)  It  was  stated  that  the  defend-  tained,  and  within  the  six  oicotH 
ant  had,  since  this  rule  was  oh-      paid  the  debt. 


EASTEB  TERM^   3  VICT.  899 

)roceeding  against  the  defendant  in  the  event  of  his  Exch.  of  Pleat, 

ig  about  to  leave  the  country^  a  stipulation  must  be 

reduced  into  the  rule  or  order  by  which  time  is  given^  to 

iile  the  plaintiff  to  arrest  the  defendant  if  necessary :  if 

gives  time  generally^  the  effect  of  it  is  to  stay  all  proceed- 

;&  in  the  meantime.     The  rule  must  therefore  be  abso- 

t :  the  consequence  will  be^  that  the  defendant  will  have 

3  costs  of  putting  in  bail^  but  no  action  is  to  be  brought. 

iiDERsoN^  B. — ^My  first  impression  was  adverse  to  Mr. 
lHamay  but  he  convinced  me  that  this  is  a  proceeding  in 
cause :  it  changes  the  nature  of  the  cause  from  one 
lunenced  by  a  suit  of  simunons^  to  one  founded  on  a 
t  of  capias.  Though  not  a  necessary  proceeding  to  ac- 
srate  or  retard  final  judgment^  it  is  yet  a  proceeding 
sreby  the  nature  of  the  cause  is  changed.  All  the  affi- 
its  must  be  intitled  in  the  cause. 

ruBNEY,  B.,  concurrcd. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


Lewis  v.  Oomfertz. 

5SUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  indorser  of  a  bill  of  The  following 
lange  for  £250^  dated  18th  of  September,  1839,  drawn  to  be  a^ood  no- 
3.  Eendall  upon  and  accepted  by  Charles  Stretton,  pay-  of^a  brntf  ex^ 
i  three  months  after  date  to  the  order  of  the  drawer,  change ;— "  6, 
^rsedby  Kendall  to  the  defendant,  and  by  the  defendant  Russell  Square! 
he  plaintiff.  Plea,  that  the  defendant  had  issued  due  biiuf  ewhange 
ce  of  the  non-payment  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  on  ^?^  ^2?®»  „  „ 

^\  °  drawn  by  S.  R. 

Ch  issue  was  joined.  on  and  accepted 

±  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit-  bearing  your 

indorsement, 
een  presented  for  payment  to  the  acceptor  thereof,  and  returned  dishonoured,  and  now 
irerHiue  and  unpaid  with  me  as  above,  of  which  I  hereby  give  you  notice." 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  tings  in  this  Teaaa,  it  appeared  that  on  Monday 

^         •   ^     day  of  December,  the  bill  haTing  become  due  on 

Lewis        the  21  st,  vhen  it  vas  duly  presented  for  accep 

GoMPBRTi.     dishonoured,  the  plaintiff  wrote  and  sent  to  the 

the  following  letter : — 

'^  6,  Bernard  Street,  Kussc 

December  23 
"  Mr.  Grompertz, 
"  Sir,— The  bill  of  exchange  for  £250,  drai 
Bendall,  and  accepted  by  Charles  Stretton,  an( 
your  indorsement,  has  been  presented  for  paym 
acceptor  thereof,  and  returned  dishonoured,  an< 
over-due  and  unpaid  with  me,  as  above,  of  whid 
give  you  notice. 

"  I  am,  Sir,  &c., 

"C.I 

It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  this  was  i 
cient  notice  of  dishonour,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not 
inform  the  defendant  that  the  holder  looked  t< 
payment.  The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdi< 
plaintiff,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  t 
nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion. 

Kelly  now  moved  accordingly. — ^There  are  two 
to  a  valid  notice  of  dishonour :  first,  it  must  sh 
by  express  words  or  by  necessary  implication,  th; 
has  become  due  and  been  presented  for  payment^ 
payment  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor ;  seco 
the  party  to  whom  the  notice  is  addressed  is  c 
liable,  and  looked  to  for  payment.  The  first  of  1 
positions  has  been  settled  by  the  decision  of  the 
Lords  in  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (a).  In  accordance  ' 
decision,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  in  l 

(«)  2  C.  &  Fin.  93 ;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  194 ;  1  Scott,  1 
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Price  (a),  that  the  following  notice  was  insufficient : —  Etch,  of  pieat, 
'^Messrs.  S.  &  Co.  inform  Mr.  P.  that  Mr.  J.  B/s  accept-    ^^^ 
anoe  for  87/.  &».  is  not  paid.    As  indorser^  Mr.  P.  is  called 
upon  to  pay  the  money^  which  will  be  expected  immedi- 
ately." Patteson,  J.,  there  observed,  ''There  is  nothing  on 
the  £Ace  o£  this  notice  to  shew  that  the  bill  was  due,  and 
therefore  I  feel  it  difficult  to  distinguish  it  from  Solarte  t. 
fctimer"     \Pa!rkey  B. — ^This  notice  states  that  the  bill  is 
OFer-due.]     But  it  does  not  shew  when  it  became  due,  or 
that  it  was  presented  when  due,     \Parkey  B. — It  is  stated 
to  liRTe  been  dishonoured:  now  ''  dishonour^^  is  a  technical 
woord,  and  impUes  that  the  bill  has  been  duly  presented.] 
Suppose  it  were  presented  the  day  after  it  became  due, 
aad  refused ;  it  could  not,  in  such  case,  be  said  that  the 
acceptor  does  not  dishonour  the  bill.     [Parkey  B. — In 
STedger  t.  Sieavenson  {b),  the  notice  of  dishonour  was  in  these 
words : — ''  I  am  desired  by  Mr,  H.  to  give  you  notice  that 
ft  promissory  note,  dated  August  10,  1835,  made  by  S.  T., 
^  99JL 189.,  payable  to  your  order,  two  months  after  date 
tt^€reo^  became  due  yesterday,  and  has  been  returned 
^J^^paid.    I  have  to  request  you  wiU  please  to  remit  the 
•'noimt  thereof,  with  1*.  6^.  noting,  jfree  of  postage,  by 
'^^^iim  of  post.'* — ^We  had  in  that  case  to  determine  be- 
^een  the  confficting  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Conmion 
Weas,  in  Baultm  v,  Wehh  (c),  and  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
-^^IH^,  in  Gruffeon  v.  Smith  {d),  and  we  adhered  to  the  lat- 
^•]    That  case,  and  the  others  referred  to,  were  all  dted 

• 

^  1^  case  of  Messenger  v,  Southey,  which  was  argued  in  the 
P^^eseat  Term  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  in  which  the  Court 
^>e  taken  time  to  consider  the  question  (e).  In  that  case 
^^  notice  was  (addressed  to  the  drawer  in  London), — 

Xa)  2  Per.  &  D,  278.  P.  303. 

(b)  2  M.  &  W.  799.  (e)  The  Court  have  since  decided 

(c)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  688 ;  4  Scott,  that  the  notice  was  insufficient.  1 
■^^5.  Scott's  New  Reports,  180. 

(d)  6  Adol.  &  Ell.  499 ;    2  N.  & 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  "  Sir,  this  is  to  inform  you,  that  the  bill  I  took  of  yoc^ 
.   ^^^'   .     15/.  2^.  6rf.,  is  not  took  up,  and  4».  6rf.  expense,  and  tUe 
Lewis        money  I  must  pay  immediately.     My  son  will  be  in  Loi]. 
GoMPERTi.     don  on  Friday  morning/'    But  further,  the  cases  of  Thida/ 
V.  Brown  (a),  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (i),  and  Strange  v.  Price, 
clearly  establish  that  the  notice  must  also  intimate  to  tbe 
party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  that  the  holder  looks  to  him 
for  payment.    This  notice  does  not  convey  any  such  infiir- 
mation. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  notice  is  suffi- 
cient.   I  entirely  adhere  to  what  I  am  reported^  and  I  be- 
lieve correctly,  to  have  said  in  the  case  of  Hedger  y.Steaveih 
son,  in  which  this  matter  was  much  considered  by  us.    In 
that  case  I  intimated  a  doubt  whether,  although  we  were 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Solarte  v. 
Palmer,  we  were  bound  by  all  the  reasoning  or  langasg<e 
of  the  learned  Judges  in  giving  their  opinion ;  and  there' 
fore,  that  I  should  myself  doubt  whether  we  could  go  sO 
far  as  to  say  that  it  ought  to  appear  upon  the  &ce  of  th^ 
instrument,  "  by  express  terms  or  necessary  impUcatioim^ 
that  the  bill  was  presented  and   dishonoured/'   that  i^ 
seemed  to  me  enough,  if  it  appeared  by  reasonable  in^-* 
tendment,  and  would  be  inferred  by  any  man  of  busines^^ 
that  the  bill  had  been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  and  no^ 
paid  by  him.     I  added  however, — '^  supposing,  that  we  ar^ 
bound  by  the  precise  expression  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  dehvcr^ 
ing  judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  we  ought  not  to 
put  a  strict  construction  on  the  words  '  necessary  impHcB.- 
tion  '/  for  were  we  to  do  so,  it  would  be  difficult  for  any 
mercantile  man  to  conduct  business  without  the  constant 
aid  of  a  solicitor:'*  and  I  referred   to  a  definition  given 
by  Lord  Eldon,  in   UWcinson  v.  M^Adam  (c),  of  the  tern* 
"necessary  implication;"  that  it  means  "not  natural  nc- 


(o)  1  T.  R  167.  {b)  7  Bing.  530.  (c)  I  Vei.  &  B.  466. 


\ 
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ssity^  but  so  strong  a  probability  that  an  intention  con-  Eich,  of  PUat, 
ary  to  that  which  is  imputed  cannot  be  supposed/^  In 
lat  case  we  came  to  the  conclusion^  that  the  decision  of 
le  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Boulton  v.  Welsh,  was 
rong.  Understanding,  then,  the  term  "  necessary  impli- 
eition''  with  this  latitude,  and  taking  the  rule  to  be,  that 
be  three  facts  reqiured  to  be  conveyed  in  every  notice  of 
iishonour  must  be  conveyed  to  the  mind  of  the  person  to 
^hom  it  is  addressed  in  a  written  or  verbal  notice,  either 
expressly,  or  so  connected  with  each  other  as  to  leave  no 
easonable  doubt  upon  his  mind  as  to  their  meaning, — ^viz. 
ret,  that  the  bill  was  presented  when  due ;  secondly,  that 
^was  dishonoured ;  and  thirdly,  that  the  party  addressed 
t^o  be  held  liable  for  the  payment  of  it:  I  think  that  any 
ercantile  man,  who  read  this  document,  could  not  fail  to 
ixie  to  the  conclusion  that  those  three  requisites  had  been 
•xnplied  with.  First,  the  bill  itself  is  correctly  described, 
id  though  not  by  its  precise  date,  yet  we  cannot  sup- 
>se  the  existence  of  another  bill,  drawn  and  accepted  by 
le  same  parties  and  for  the  same  amount ;  and  if  there 
ere  but  one  bill,  the  defendant  must  have  known  at 
'liat  time  it  would  fall  due.  In  fact,  this  bill  fell  due 
'^  the  21st  of  December,  the  day  before  the  notice 
w^as  given;  so  that  this  notice,  that  it  had  been  pre- 
'^ted  and  dishonoured,  was  given  in  sufficient  time. 
Then  come  the  words— ^'  bearing  your  indorsement,  has 
^n  presented  for  payment,  and  returned  dishonoured." 
Nov,  as  I  observed  in  Hedger  v.  Steavenson,  the  word  '^  re- 
^^^ed''  has  obtained  among  merchants  a  known  and 
pcctiliar  meaning,  implying  that  the  bill  to  which  it  relates 
^  heen  duly  presented,  and  dishonoured:  so  that  we  must 
^derstand,  not  only  that  there  had  been  a  presentment  in 
this  case,  but  a  presentment  when  due.  This  is  confirmed 
V  the  following  words,  "  and  now  lies  over-due,"  which 

• 

^port  that  the  bill  was  not  paid  when  at  maturity.     The 
^%  point  upon  which  I  entertained  any  doubt  was,.whe- 
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Sxa.  of  Pkat,  ther  it  is  to  be  collected  by  necessary  inference  £ 
^  ^  letter,  that  the  writer  of  it  means  to  hold  the  defen( 
ble  for  the  amount  of  the  bill.  But  when  he  says, 
lies  over-due  and  unpaid  with  me  as  above"  i.  e.  al 
nard  Street,  Russell  Square,  what  person  would  dr 
these  words  any  inference,  but  that  the  plaintiff  g 
the  notice  in  order  that  he  may  come  to  6,  Beman 
to  take  up  the  bill?  I  think,  therefore,  that  acoc 
my  construction  of  the  words  '^  necessary  impl: 
there  is  here  a  necessary  impUcation  of  all  the  thre 
necessary  to  constitute  a  good  notice.  And  I  should 
to  put  an  over  strict  construction  upon  a  documeo 
nature,  otherwise  no  merchant  or  other  person  b 
give  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  would  ever 
unless  an  attorney  were  always  at  his  side,  not 
draw  a  form  of  notice,  but  also  to  adapt  it  to  ead 
the  dishonour  of  each  individual  bill,  which  woul 
the  most  serious  impediments  in  the  way  of  nu 
transactions.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  tfai 
is  sufficient,  and  that  no  rule  ought  to  be  granted. 

Alberson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  ac 
what  was  said  by  this  Court  in  Hedger  t;.  Sieavenso 

Gurnet,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  i 
doubt  whatever  that  this  notice  conveyed  all  the  n 
information. 


RoLPE,  B.  concurred. 

Rule  rel 
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Exch,  of  Pleatf 
1840. 


Attorney-General  v.  Le  Revert. 


1  HIS  was  an  information  founded  on  the  stats.  3  &  4  Will.  An  information 
4,   o.  53,  s.  2,  and  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  60,  ss.  4  &  11.     The  feufre  Ifl 
first  count  of  the  infonnation  charged,  that  George  Davies,  bein**'a  foref' 
bexxig  an  officer  of  customs,  did,  between  the  1st  day  of  vessel,  for  being 
JsLxiuuuy,  1838,  and  the  day  of  exhibiting  this  information,  league  of  the 
to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1839,  to  wit,  at  RatcUff,  u^ted^i. 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  seize  and  arrest  to  the  use  dom,  "the  said 

*^  '  vessel  having 

of  lier  said  Majesty,  as  forfeited,  a  certain  vessel,  to  wit,  had  on  board 
a  vessel  called  the  Diane,  with  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  the  said  spirit 
fumitore  thereto  belonging,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  crs'kTor^pack- 
ccrtain  persons  to  the  said  Attomey-Gteneral  at  present  ages  containing 

*  •^,  /..-I    twenty  gallons 

miKiiown :  for  that  the  said  vessel,  bemg  a  foreign  vessel,  each  at  the 
^as  between  the  times  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  said  4th  « J/y|^*contrary 
flay  of  April,  1839,  found  on  the  high  seas,  within  one  %l\^J^^J^^^ 
kague  of  the  coast  of  the  United  Eangdom,  that  is  to  say,  that  case  made 
within  one  league  of  the  coast  of  the  coiinty  of  Dorset,  to  whereby,  and' 
^t,  at  RatcUff  aforesaid,  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  )jJules  mth^t 
"the  said  vessel  so  found  as  aforesaid  then  and  there  case  made  and 

,     ,  ...  ...  provided,  the 

saving  on  board  certain  spirits,  the  said  spirits  not  being  said  vessel  &c 

*  became  and 

^  casks  or  packages  containing  twenty  gallons  each  at  was  forfeited." 
fte  least  respectively,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  ^^^^l \%^ 
^  that  case  made  and  provided,  whereby  and  by  force  of  «•.  2i  it  is  pro- 

At  ,  .  vided,  that  ves* 

u^e  Statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  vessel,  seis  found 
^gether  with  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  became  of  th"  com^"* 

|..  of  the  United 

^S^om,  having  on  board  any   spirits  not  being  in  a  cask  or  package  containing  forty 

S^i^i  at  the  least,  shall  be  forfeited.     The  6  8t  7  Will.  4,  c.  60,  s.  4,  enacts,  "  that  the  said 

!!^^^ons  shall  not  extend  to  any  such  spirits  in  casks  of  not  less  than  twenty  gallons.*'     The 

J'^Q  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52,  renders  certain  goods  subject  to  restrictions  on  impor- 

^OQ,  iDd  amongst  them  speci6es,  "  spirits,  not  being  perfumed  or  medicinal  spirits :" — Held, 

f^^^i  that  the  information  was  not  bad  by  reason  of  the  introduction  of  the  words  "each"  and 

^  '^^ctively,'*  although  those  words  were  not  in  the  statute ;  secondly,  that,  as  the  6  &  7  Will. 

I*  ^  60,  s.  4,  repealed  sect.  2  of  the  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  only  as  related  to  the  number  of  gal- 

|L^  the  information  was  not  bad  for  alleging  the  offence  to  have  been  committed  against  the 

^^^  of  the  statute;  thirdly,  that  the  information  was  not  bad  for  alleging  ihe  forfeiture  to  have 

J^^ed  by  force  of  the  statuteSf  since  the  words,  "  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  statutes," 

2  ^  oiight  be  rejected  as  surplusage ;  fourthly,  that,  as  the  information  was  not  framed  on  the 

^^  4  WilL  4,  c.  52,  s.  58,  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  spirits  seized  were  not  **  per- 

'^^  or  medicinal  spirits." 
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ExcK  of  PUas,  and  was  forfeited/^    The  information  contained  fiye  other 

^    ^      '  counts,  which  were  nearly  similar  to  this,  and  were  open  to 

Attorney-  the  same  objections.     At  the  trial  before  Pcnrke,  B.,  at  the 

o.  Middlesex  Sittings  after  last  Term,  a  verdict  was  fomid  for 

L.  Revert,  the  Crown. 


jF.  V,  Lee  now  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment. — ^This  in- 
formation is  founded  on  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.  3, 
which  provides,  that  if  vessels  of  the  description  therein 
mentioned  shall  be  found  within  a  certain  distance  of  tbe 
coast  of  the  United  Kingdom,  having  on  board,  or  having 
had  on  board,  any  spirits  not  being  in  a  cask  or  package 
containing  forty  gallons  at  the  least,  the  spirits,  together 
with  the  casks  containing  the  same,  and  also  the  yesseli 
shall  be  forfeited.  Then,  by  the  4th  section  of  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  60,  after  reciting  that,  by  the  last-mentioned 
act,  all  spirits,  not  being  perfumed  or  medicinal  spirits,  or 
rum  of  or  from  the  British  possessions,  are  required  to  be 
imported  into  the  United  Kingdom  in  casks  containing 
not  less  than  forty  gallons,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  said 
restriction  shall  not  extend  to  any  such  spirits  in  casks 
of  not  less  than  twenty  gallons.  Under  these  circnni- 
stances,  it  is  submitted,  that  as  the  restriction  with 
respect  to  the  number  of  gallons  to  be  contained  in  each 
cask  has  been  imposed  by  two  statutes,  the  information  it 
bad ;  as  it  ought  to  have  concluded  '^  against  the  form  of 
the  statute*  in  such  case  made  and  provided.''  The  for- 
feiture is  imposed  by  the  former  statute,  but  the  prohibited 
quantity  is  diminished  by  the  latter ;  and  it  was^  therefore, 
necessary  to  aver  the  ofifence  to  be  against  the  form  of  both 
statutes.  There  is  another  objection,  consequent  upon  the 
former : — the  information  concludes,  "  whereby,  and  bj 
force  of  the  statutes,''  the  vessel  &c.  became  forfeited; 
whereas  the  forfeiture  is  only  created  by  the  former  staiS 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  to  which  alone  the  words  apply.  These 
objections  are  not  cured  by  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64;,  a.  20,  whiA 
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hbxAb,  that  no  judgment  upon  any  indictment  or  inform-  ^^h.  of  pieas, 
don  slial]  be  reversed  for  insertion  of  the  words  ''  against 
le  form  of  the  statute/'  instead  of  the  words  "  against  the 
»rm  of  the  statutes/'  or  vice  yerssl ;  since  that  applies  only 
>  an  indictment  or  information  for  a  felony  or  misde- 
leanour,  and  not  to  an  information  for  an  offence  against 
le  revenue  laws. 

There  is  also  another  objection.  By  the  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
52^  8.  58^  provision  is  made  in  the  schedule  as  to  goods 
ibject  to  certain  restrictions  on  importation,  and  amongst 
le  rest,  ''  spirits,  not  being  perfumed  or  medicinal  spirits ; 
iz.  all  spirits,  unless  in  ships  of  seventy  tons  or  upwards ; 
urn  of  and  from  the  British  plantations,  if  in  casks,  un- 
ess  in  casks  containing  not  less  than  twenty  gallons ;  all 
other  spirits,  if  in  casks,  unless  in  casks  containing  not  less 
Uum  forty  gallons.'^  The  information  ought  therefore  to 
We  contained  these  words,  '^  having  had  on  board  certain 
spirits,  the  said  spirits  not  being  perfumed  or  medicinal 
Viriis  or  rum"  so  as  to  have  excepted  them  out  of  the 
i^ormation.  The  4th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  60,  is 
'  follows : — ''  And  whereas,  by  the  said  last-mentioned 
ct,  aU  spirits,  not  being  perfumed  or  medicinal  spirits,  or 
^^Da  of  or  from  the  British  possessions,  are  required  to  be 
sported  into  the  United  Kingdom  in  casks  containing 
^^t  less  than  forty  gallons;  be  it  enacted,  that  the  said 
'^triction  shall  not  extend  to  any  such  spirits  in  casks  of 
i^ot  less  than  twenty  gallons.''  [Parke,  B. — ^You  say  the 
bformation  ought  to  have  negatived  their  being  perfumed 
rt  medicinal  spirits.  That  is  on  the  supposition  that  the 
oformation  is  for  an  offence  against  the  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
.  60.]  Again,  the  information  is  bad  for  not  following 
!ie  words  of  the  statute,  which  it  has  not  done,  but  inter- 
dated  words  not  to  be  found  in  the  clause  on  which 
18  framed.  In  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.  2,  the  words 
re,  "  any  spirits  not  being  in  a  cask  or  package  contain- 
\g  forty  gallons  at  the  least."    In  the  information  the 
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Exeh,  of  PUoit  words  Kte,  ''  not  being  in  casks  or  packages  contaimng 

twenty  gallons  each  at  the  least  respectively :''  so  that  it 
makes  the  offence  to  consist^  not  in  the  size  of  the  caik| 
hut  in  the  quantity  of  spirit  contained  in  it,  which  girei 
a  totally  different  reading  to  the  act.     [Lord  Abrnper, 
C.  B. — '^  Not  being  in  casks  containing  twenty  galkoi 
each  at  the  least  respectively/' — that  is  with  reference  to 
the  capacity  of  each  cask  respectiTdy^  and  such  is  also  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  There  appears  to  me  no  interpobtioiii 
the  effect  is  the  same.]     The  question  is^  whether^  in  dc 
collocation  of  the  words  of  the  act^  in  the  information,  the 
effect  is  not  to  transpose  them,  so  as  to  convert  that  which 
in  the  act  refers  to  the  size  of  the  cask,  into  the  actual 
contents  of  the  cask.     [Alderson,  B. — It  appears  to  ne 
simply  the  manner  of  carrying  out  the  sense  of  the  act 
of  Parliament.    It  is  merely  a  translation  of  the  worda  of 
the  act,  and  it  appears  to  me  to  be  a  very  correct  one.] 


Per  Curiam. — ^There  is  no  weight  in  the  last  objection; 
but  we  will  refer  to  the  information  and  the  acts  of  Padia- 
ment,  and  consider  whether  a  rule  ought  to  be  granted  oa 
the  other  points. 

On  a  subsequent  day. 


Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B.,  said — ^In  the  case  of  T%e  Atiarnti' 
General  t.  Le  Revert,  which  was  moved  by  Mr.  Lee,  fc 
have  referred  to  the  information,  and  the  acts  of  FtahameDt 
on  which  it  was  framed.  The  act  of  Parliament  on  whidi} 
as  it  was  contended  by  the  Crown,  the  information  M 
founded,  was  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  58.  The  first  objectioa 
was,  that  the  offence  was  stated  to  have  been  ''  against  die 
form  of  the  statute,^'  and  that  then  it  was  said,  '' wherebj 
and  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  in  that  behalf  made  &c  f  thai 
there  was  an  inconsistency  here,  and  that  in  feet  die  infix^ 
mation  was  for  an  offence  against  two  statutes.    On  kxddng 
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ifc  the  infomiBtian,  it  appears  to  us  clearly  that  it  is  foimded  Extk.  of  PUas, 
sltx^ether  on  the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  58.  By  that  statute  it  is  ^^^' 
enacted,  ^'  that  any  boat  or  vessel  which  shall  be  found  or  dis- 
covered to  have  been  within  one  league  of  the  coast^  having 
on  board  or  in  any  manner  attached  thereto^  or  having  had 
on  board  or  in  any  manner  attached  thereto^  any  spirits 
not  being  in  a  cask  or  package  containing  forty  gallons  at 
khe  least,  shall  be  forfeited/'  This  case  was  one  in  which 
the  package  in  which  the  spirits  were  imported  contained 
[ess  than  twenty  gallons ;  and  it  appeared  that  there  was  a 
subsequent  statute  of  the  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  60,  which  re- 
pealed the  former  statute  as  to  all  packages  in  the  parti- 
cular case  mentioned,  of  between  twenty  and  forty  gallons; 
but  it  left  the  law  precisely  as  it  was  before  as  to  all  spirits 
imported  in  casks  containing  less  than  twenty  gallons; 
snd  of  course,  as  the  spirits  in  this  case  were  in  casks 
containing  less  than  twenty  gallons,  they  were  in  casks 
containing  less  than  forty ;  therefore  the  information  is  so 
&r  right. 

The  next  objection  was,  that  the  information  contains 
lie  words  ''  by  force  of  the  statutes.*'  But  those  words, 
t>y  force  of  the  statutes/'  are  mere  surplusage.  It  is  not 
^cessary  to  allege  that  it  was  by  force  of  any  statute  that 
'^e  forfeiture  accrued ;  the  former  allegation  is  quite  suflS- 
^^nt.  The  case  is  distinctly  brought  within  the  statute 
^  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  58,  and  the  addition  of  the  words  referred 
^  is  quite  unnecessary,  and  they  may  be  expunged. 

Then  another  objection  made  was,  that  the  information 
did  not  negative  the  words  of  the  4th  section  of  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  60,  "  all  spirits  not  being  perfumed  or  medi- 
cinal spirits,  or  rum  of  or  from  the  British  possessions." 
[t  is  said  that  it  ought  to  have  been  alleged  that  they 
fere  not ''  perfumed  or  medicinal  spirits  or  rum  of  or  from 
he  British  possessions."  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  this 
s  met  by  the  answer  to  the  first  objection,  that  this  in- 
ormation  is  not  founded  on  the  statute  6  &  7  Will.  4, 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  c.  60,  but  on  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  68,  and  therefore  that  the 

w  ^  •   ^  introduction  of  the  exception  is  not  called  for.     For  these 

Attorney-  reasons,  we  think  there  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  role. 

General 

V. 

^»  ^=^"^-  Rule  refiisecL 


Reed  v.  Thoyts,  Esq. 

Case  against  a  OaSE  against  the  late  sheriff  of  Berkshire.    The  first 

fint  count  was  co^^t  was  framed  upon  the  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  1,  and  stated 

framed  upon  ^j^^t  on  the  12th  of  June,  1839,  and  for  the  space  of  a 

s.  1,  for  seizing  year  then  last  past,  one  John  Taylor  held,  used,  occupied, 

the  goods  of  a  . 

tenant  in  exe-  and  enjoyed  a  certain  messuage  and  tenements,  with  the 
leaving  enough  appurtcnanccs,  situate  in  the  said  county  of  Berks,  as 
to  pay  the  land-  tenant  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  at  and  under  a  certain  rent 

lord  a  year  s  ^  ' 

rent  then  due,  or  sum  of  money  therefore  then  payable  by  the  said  John 

arrear  the  de-  Taylor  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  same :    and  that,  on  the 

no"tfcT-^  and  ^^T  *^^  7^^  aforesaid,  a  large  simi  of  money,  to  wit,  the 

stated  that  gm^  of  £10,  for  and  on  account  of  the  rent  so  payable  by 

the  defendant  '  . 

took  the  goods  the  Said  John  Taylor  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  said  messuage 
nant  of  the  '      w^d  tenements,  for  one  year  of  the  said   tenancy  which 

?fi!"fofi8s"u"ed*'  ®^d®^  ^*  ^*  ^PO^  ^^^*  ^y>  became  and  was  due  and 
against  T.  at      payable,  and  continually  from  thence  hitherto  had  been 

the  suit  of  B.       ^  \         '  .  ^  ^  .,  ^    1  ^1. 

This  wa«  not  and  Still  was  m  arrear  and  unpaid;  and  thereupon,  ontae 
picM^and  no  ^  ^^^^  ^^Y  ^^  Junc  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  defendant, 
other  execution  ^j^g^  being  sheriff  of  the  said  county,  by  virtue  and  under 

appeared: —  °  ^  ^  j'     ^ 

Held,  that  the  pretence  of  a  certain  writ  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  called 
party,  who  was  &  fi*  f&v  before  then  issued  against  the  said  John  Taylor,  at 
leized  \'he*''*    *^®  ^^*  ^^  Chaxlcs  Jamcs  Barnes,  out  of  the  Court  of  our 

goods,  with  the 
defendant,  suffi- 
ciently appeared,  without  producing  any  warrant  from  the  defendant  to  that  party. 

The  second  count  was  in  trover  for  seizing  the  same  goods.  The  plaintiff  put  in  a  bill  of  sik 
of  them,  which  had  been  delivered  to  him  by  his  tenant  before  any  rent  was  due.  The  tenant 
had  remained  in  possession  as  before.  The  jury  found  the  bill  of  sale  fraudulent: — HeU^  thtt 
although  the  bill  of  sale  might  still  be  yalid  against  the  plaintiff  as  a  party  to  it»  though  void  ai  to 
other  creditors,  the  plaintiff  was  not  prevented  from  recovering  on  the  first  count,  that  being 
distinct  from  the  second. 
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said  Xiady  the  Queen  before  the  Barons  of  her  Exchequer  Exeh.  0/  puat, 
it  Westminster^  and  directed  to  the  said  sheriff  of  the  .  ^  *  ^ 
county  of  Berks^  took  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  John  Keed 
Taylor,  then  being  in  the  said  messuage  and  tenements,  Tbotts. 
with  the  appurtenances^  so  in  the  tenure  and  occupation  of 
the  said  John  Taylor  as  aforesaid^  of  great  value^  to  wit,  of 
the  amount  of  the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  due  and  owing 
firom  the  said  John  Taylor  to  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to  say, 
the  amount  or  simi  of  jE40.  And  that,  after  the  taking  of 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  messuage  and  tene- 
ment as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  removal  of  the  same 
therefix>m,  and  also  before  any  sale  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  or  any  part  thereof,  under  pretence  of  the  said 
writ,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  so  being  such  sheriff 
as  aforesaid,  of  the  aforesaid  rent  being  due  and  in  arrear 
to  the  plaintiff  firom  the  said  John  Taylor  as  aforesaid,  and 
then  requested  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff,  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  be  paid  his  said  rent  so  due  in  arrear  and  unpaid 
as  aforesaid,  before  the  said  goods  and  chattels  or  any  part 
thereof  diould  be  removed  firom  or  out  of  the  said  mes- 
suage and  tenement,  with  the  appurtenances:  yet  the 
defiendant,  so  then  being  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of 
Berks,  weU  knowing  the  premises,  but  disregarding  the 
duty  of  his  said  office  and  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  and  contriving  &c.  to  deceive  and  defiraud 
the  plaintiff,  and  deprive  him  of  the  said  arrears  of  the  said 
rent  so  due  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  of  his  remedy  for  the 
recovery  thereof,  under  colour  and  pretence  of  the  said 
writ,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  wrongfully,  inju« 
riously,  and  deceitfully  removed  and  carried  away  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  so  taken  as  aforesaid  firom  and  out  of 
the  said  messuage  and  tenement,  with  the  appurtenances, 
without  paying  or  satisfying  the  plaintiff  the  said  arrears 
of  the  said  rent  so  due  and  owing  and  in  arrear  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
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£xeh,  of  Pleat,  statute  in  that  case  made  and  proTided.    And  tlie  plaintiff 

saith^  that  he  hath  not  at  any  time  been  paid  or  satisfied 
the  said  arrears  of  the  said  rent^  or  any  part  therec^,  but 
the  same  and  every  part  thereof  was  still  due^  in  arrear^  and 
nnpaid  from  the  said  John  Taylor  to  the  plaintiff,  wherebj 
the  plaintiff  had  been  and  was  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
a  distress  for  the  recovery  and  satirfaction  of  the  said  ar- 
rears of  the  said  rent,  and  was  in  great  danger  of  losiiig 
the  same. 

There  was  a  second  count  in  trover,  alleging  the  goodi 
to  be  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 

Pleas,  1st,  not  guilty;  2ndly,  to  the  first  connt,  that  Ae 
plaintiff  did  not,  after  the  taking  of  the  said  goods,  fcc.^  in 
the  said  messuage  and  tenement  by  the  defendant  as  in 
the  first  coimt  mentioned,  or  at  any  time  befcnre  the  re- 
moval of  the  same,  give  notice  thereof  to  the  defendant; 
nor  had  the  plaintiff,  at  any  time  before  the  removal  of 
the  said  goods  &c.,  firom  the  said  messuage  &c.,  in  the  fint 
count  mentioned,  any  notice  or  knowledge  whatsoever  of 
the  said  rent,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  of  any  rent  whatso* 
ever,  being  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  said  John  Taylor  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  first  conmt 
alleged;  Srdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
removal  of  the  said  goods  of  the  said  John  Taylor  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  rent  in  that  count  mentioned  was  not  due  and 
payable,  and  then  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by  the  said  Taylor 
to  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  &c.,  as  in  that  count  alleged; 
lastly,  to  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  tlie 
said  time  when  &c.,  possessed  of  the  goods  in  that  oount 
mentioned. — Issues  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  Pattestm,  J.,  at  the  last  Beikabiie 
Assises,  Taylor,  the  plaintiff's  tenant  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings,  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  tke 
defendant's  counsel  objected  that  he  was  incompetent,  on 
the  ground  that,  if  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  Taylor 
would  get  rid  of  his  claim  fcnr  rent;  and  TThtrpood  v. 
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Kchitrdstm  (a)  was  referred  to.   The  learned  Judge  thought  Exek.  of  puat, 
that  that  case  did  not  apply^  and  held,  that  as  the  record  ' 

stated  the  issuing  a  fi.  £&•  by  Barnes,  it  shewed  money  due 
to  him  firom  Taylor,  who  would  remain  liable  accordingly, 
though  the  plaintiff  should  obtain  a  verdict  against  the  she- 
riff. The  plaintiff,  however,  released  the  witness,  who  proved, 
tiiat  on  the  18th  of  June,  1839,  one  M^Graw  took  away 
his  goods  from  the  house  he  rented  from  the  plaintiff,  after 
having  been  told  by  the  witness  that  they  were  not  his,  but 
the  plaintiff's  under  a  bill  of  sale,  and  that  £10  was  due  to 
the  plaintiff  for  rent.  He  also  swore  that  his  goods  were  only 
seised  under  that  one  execution.  The  defendant's  counsel 
here  again  objected,  that  even  if  he  was  estopped  by  the 
pleadings  from  denying  that  he  took  Taylor's  goods  at  the 
suit  of  Barnes,  it  was  neither  admitted  nor  shewn  that 
M'Ghraw  was  the  person  who  so  took  them  for  the  defend* 
ant,  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  notice  given  by  Tay« 
lor  to  M'Graw,  or  any  declaration  by  M^Graw  thereupon, 
to  shew  any  connexion  between  him  and  the  defendant, 
who  had  denied  all  wrongful  seizure  by  the  plea  of  not 
guilty.  The  learned  Judge,  however,  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  as  the  execution  by  Barnes  was 
admitted  on  the  pleadings,  and  no  other  execution  appeared, 
M'Graw  must  be  taken  to  have  seized  for  Taylor's  debt  to 
Barnes.  This  would  make  his  declaration  evidence  against 
the  sheriff,  and  connect  him  with  the  sheriff  so  as  to  ren- 
der the  latter  liable  for  his  act:  and  Barsham  v.  Bullock (b), 
was  referred  to. 

Taylor  further  proved,  that  he  entered  the  premises  on 
the  12th  of  June,  1838,  and  not  on  the  24th ;  and  that  on 
the  23rd  of  February,  1839,  he  owed  the  plaintiff  £66  for 
beer,  and  gave  him  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  his  effects  as  a  secu- 
rity, but  was  suffered  to  remain  in  possession  as  before. 
The  bill  of  sale  was  produced  for  the  plaintiff:  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  defendant  to  produce  the  fi.  fa.,  but  it 

(a)  7  Bing.  428.  (b)  2  P.  &  D.  241. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  was  not  produced^  nor  was  any  evidence  given  of  it,  or  of 
^^^'   ^     any  warrant  issued  upon  it  by  the  defendant  to  M'Grav. 
The  goods  seized  were  proved  to  be  worth  above  jElO. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case^  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel contended  that  the  second  county  if  sustained,  vis 
destructive  of  the  first;  the  first  alleging  that  the  plaintiff^ 
through  the  taking  of  his  tenant's  goods  by  the  defendant, 
had  lost  the  power  of  distraining  them  for  the  year's  rent 
secured  to  him  by  stat.  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  1 ;  whereas,  in 
order  to  recover  on  the  second  count,  the  goods  must  haTe 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  bill  of  sale  at  the  time 
they  were  seized  by  M'Graw ;  that  the  bill  of  sale  bound 
the  plaintiff  as  a  party  to  it ;  that  as  the  year's  rent  was 
not  due  at  the  time  the  bill  of  sale  was  given,  the  goods 
could  not  have  passed  under  it  for  rent  (a):  the  rent  not 
being  due,  as  they  contended,  until  the  24th  of  June, 
1839.  The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  told  the  juy 
that  though  the  plaintiff  had  adopted  two  inconsistent 
statements  of  his  claim,  he  was  entitled  to  succeed  upon 
either,  if  one  was  established  independently  of  the  other: 
that,  on  the  23rd  of  February,  1839,  no  rent  being  due 
to  him,  he  received  from  Taylor  a  biU  of  sale  of  lu8 
goods  as  a  security  for  his  debt  for  beer,  but  that 
after  the  seizure  at  the  suit  of  Barnes,  he  seemed  to 
have  thought  the  continued  possession  of  the  goods  by 
Taylor  down  to  that  event,  on  the  18th  of  June,  might 
affect  the  bill  of  sale;  and  therefore  rested  his  daim  on 
the  first  count,  treating  the  goods  as  Taylor's  still: — ^that 
taking  the  goods  to  be  the  plaintiff's,  as  laid  in  the  second 
count,  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  defendant 
took  those  goods,  for  nothing  connected  M'G^w  with  the 
defendant;  so  that  in  that  case  he  was  entitled  to  the 
verdict  on  that  count: — ^that  on  the  first  count  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  rent  due,  if 

(a)  See  Hoskiru  v.  Knight,  1  M.  &  Selw.  245. 
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the  jury  found  the  goods  to  belong  to  Taylor;  for  the  bill  Exck.  of  PUat, 
of  sale  might  be  void  as  against  the  execution  creditor^  this  ' 

not  being  one  of  the  many  cases  where  continued  posses- 
sion by  the  vendor  was  consistent  with  any  part  of  the  bill 
of  sale.  He  then  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say^  whether  a 
tenancy  by  Taylor  at  a  rent  of  £10  a  year  began  on  the 
12th  or  the  24th  of  June^  1838^  in  order  to  determine 
whether  a  year's  rent  was  due  on  the  day  M'Graw  seized^ 
viz.  on  the  18th  of  June^  1839.  The  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  county  damages  £10;  and 
for  the  defendant  on  the  other  county  finding  that  the  bill 
of  sale  was  fraudulent  and  void. 

Ludhw,  Serjt.,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. — ^First,  the 
evidence  of  what  was  said  by  Taylor  to  M'Graw,  as  to  the 
goods  not  being  his^  and  of  rent  being  due  from  him 
to  the  plaintiff^  was  improperly  admitted;  for  even  if  upon 
the  pleadings  the  defendant^  as  sheriff,  was  admitted  to 
have  seized  the  goods  of  Taylor,  the  tenant,  he  was  not 
admitted  to  have  so  seized  by  the  hands  of  M'Graw,  nor 
was  any  connexion  between  them  shewn  by  the  production 
of  any  warrant  from  the  defendant,  or  by  M'Graw's  being 
proved  to  be  his  bailiff  at  all; — ^while  the  pleas  deny  any 
wrongful  act  by  the  defendant.  [Parke,  B. — Baraham  v.  BtiU 
Jock  {a)  is  precisely  in  point.  That  was  an  action  of  debt  for 
a  penalty  against  the  sheriff,  for  taking  the  plaintiff,  whom 
he  had  arrested,  to  a  public  drinking-house  without  his  con- 
sent. The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  did  not,  without  the 
plaintiff's  consent,  cause  him  to  be  conveyed  to  the  drink- 
ing-house. At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that  the  same  officer 
who  arrested  the  plaintiff  also  took  him  to  the  drinking- 
house  without  his  consent;  and  it  was  held  that  as  the 
plea  admitted  that  the  defendant  arrested  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  evidence  shewed  that  the  same  officer  who  made  the 

(a)  2  p.  &  D.  241. 
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Exeh.  of  PUoi,  arrest  took  the  plainti£F  to  the  drinking-hoiiae,  it  wia  not 

necessary  to  produce  the  warrant  to  connect  the  defendant 
with  the  act  complained  of.    In  this  case  the  connexion  is 
shewn  by  the  proof  that  M'Graw  seized  the  goods  in  point 
of  fact^  coupled  with  the  admission  on  the  record  that  the 
defendant^  as  sheriff,  seized  the  goods  of  Taylor^  it  not 
appearing  that  there  was  any  other  execution.]     Tlien, 
secondly,  the  learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jory  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  bill  of  sale^  which,  although  it  might  be  Toid 
as  against  creditors,  was  valid  against  the  plaintiff  as  a 
party  to  it  (a).    The  issues  here  are  inconsistent^  the  first 
depending  on  the  goods  being  the  goods  of  Taylor,  and 
the  second  on  their  being  the  plaintiff's.     The  plaintiff,  bj 
proving  the  bill  of  sale  in  support  of  the  second  count, 
shews  that  the  goods  laid  in  the  first  as  belonging  to  Tay- 
lor his  tenant,  were  not  the  goods  of  that  tenant^  but  his 
own;  and  consequently,  that  the  seizure  by  the  ddendant 
did  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  that  remedy  by  distros, 
which  is  the  gist  of  the  first  count. 


Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — ^The  pleadings  put  the  defendant 
out  of  Court  as  to  the  first  count,  because  they  admit 
that  these  were  the  goods  of  Taylor. 


Pabke,  B. — The  bill  of  sale  was  invalid  as  against  the 
execution,  though  binding  as  between  the  parties.  Now  the 
question  here  is  on  the  execution.  The  counts  are  distinct; 
so  that  the  point  contended  for  as  to  the  bill  of  sale  does 
not  apply  to  the  first  count  at  all.  To  support  that  count, 
it  must  be  shewn  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  seized 
goods  which  were  liable  to  satisfy  rent  due  at  the  time. 
Now  as  the  defendant  has  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  second 
count,  it  must  be  admitted  that  there  is  an  end  of  thrf 


(a)  See  Rohinson  y,  M'Donnett, 
2  B.  &  Aid.  134:  Doe  v.  Roberts, 
Id.  367;    1  Darnell's  Exch.  Rep. 


143;  3  Ve8.&  B.42:  SUelr.  Brm 
1  Taunt  381. 
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itint.     Then  as  to  the  first,  if  the  goods  were  Taylor's,  as  iB«?*.  of  pieat, 

admitted  by  the  pleadings,  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  take 

lem  without  leaving  snfScient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  rent 

le  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  seizure.    But  even  had  the 

Jdng  of  the  goods  of  Taylor  been  put  in  issue,  the  result 

I  the  first  count  would  not  have  been  different,  for  Tay- 

r's  bill  of  sale  had  no  operation  as  against  the  execution 

'  Bamea.    The  summing  up  of  the  learned  Judge  was 

srfectly  correct. 

Ajldxbson,  B. — The  verdict  was  right.  The  bill  of  sale 
sing  found  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  exe- 
ition,  it  follows  that  the  goods  were  in  fact  Taylor's,  aa 
id  in  the  first  count.  Then,  though  the  bill  of  sale  might 
e  valid  as  against  the  plaintiff,  that  point  is  not  material, 
>r  the  pleadings  admit  that  the  goods  which  were  seized 
^ere  Taylor's,  while  M'Oraw  is  shewn  to  have  seized 
liem. 

GuENET,  B.,  and  Bolfb,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  HiU v.  Wright^  2  £sp.  669;  Qoldimidv.  Raphael,  8  Scott,  285. 
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Exeh.  ef  Pleat,  order  does  not  attend^  is  for  the  other  partj  to  go  in  to  ike 
'   ^     Judge  and  say  that  he  is  ready  to  shew  canse,  and  apply  to 
HuMPHRETB    ]xaye  the  order  discharged.    The  practice  should  be  aiuilo- 
Jones.        gons  to  the  practice  in  Court. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment without  costs. 


Branson  i;.  Moss. 

The  keeper  of  a  XN  this  case  Fortescue  moved  for  leave  to  issue  a  distringas 
refused  to  allow  agaiust  the  defendant^  who  was  a  lunatic.  It  appeared 
bVscrved^with  ^^^  ^^  defendant  was  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  and 
a  writ  of  sum-    that  his  keeper,  on  being  applied  to,  had  refused  to  allow 

monSi  toe  Court  ,  , 

granted  a  rule  him  to  be  scrvcd  with  the  writ  of  summons. — He  idied 
t^be  served*^'  upou  StarUe  V.  SkUbeck  (a). 

in  the  first  in- 
stance upon  the 

friends  of  the         Parke,  B. — ^You  may  take  your  rule  for  a  distringas,  to 

lunatic,  and  if,  ,  ii»»i/»ii  *      '        ■%       n      • 

they  could  not  be  scrvcd  upon  the  mends  of  the  lunatic  m  the  first  in* 
the  keeper"^°"  stance,  and  if  they  cannot  be  found,  then  upon  his  keeper. 

Rule  granted  (b). 

(a)  6  Dowl.  52.  (b)  See  Humphreys  v.  Griffith*,  ante,  p*  89. 


BiCHABDS  V.  FbANKUM. 

The  plea  of  non  XhIS  was  an  action  of  detinue  for  a  promissory  note* 
putsliniMUMhe  ^6  defendant  pleaded,  first,  non  detinet;  secondly,  ^ 
[?on.''^iflhe"     *^®  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  note;  thirdly, that 

defence  be  that 

the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  goods,  or  that  the  defendant  was  justified  in  detiiiunf 

themi  such  a  defence  ought  to  he  specially  pleaded. 


\ 
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commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiiFy  for  a  ^'c*«  «/  Pieat, 
aluable  consideration,   assigned  and  delivered  ^ 

>mis8ory  note  to  one  John  Granger,  to  be  by      Richards 

Vm 

and  for  his  own  note ;  and  that  the  said  John  Framkum. 
efore  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  delivered 
X  to  the  defendant,  to  be  by  him  held  for  and 
Jf  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  John 
nd  that  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  and  by 
nd  of  the  said  John  Grranger,   detained  and 

the  said  promissory  note,  as  he  lawfully  might 
es  aforesaid, 
cation  traversed  the  assignment  and  deUvery 

by  the  plaintiff  to  Granger,  and  the  delivery 
he  defendant. 

ial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 
•xford,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
)  second  and  third  issues ;  the  learned  Judge 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on 
n  the  plea  of  non  detinet  also,  if  the  Court 
f  opinion  that  the  matters  of  defence  so  found 
r  were  evidence  in  support  of  that  issue. 


Serjt.,  now  moved  accordingly. — The  jury,  by 
the  second  and  third  issues  for  the  defendant, 
that  the  promissory  note  was  not  the  pro- 
3  plaintiff,  and  so  established  the  plea  of  non 
ich  puts  in  issue  the  wrongful  holding  and 
r  the  note  by  the  defendant.  It  is  evident  from 
he  words,  "  which  he  unjustly  detains,^'  in  the 
it  and  declaration,  that  the  unjust  detention 
unen  of  the  complaint,  and  that  is  therefore 
le  by  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  notwithstand- 
w  rules.  Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the 
18  to  pleading  specially  matter  of  excuse,  the 
;ntion  is  the  gravamen  of  the  charge  in  the 

F  P  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  Pieatt  declaration ;  and  as  that  is  a  material  allegation  in  it^  and 

'  ^    is  traversed  by  the  plea,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  on 

Richard*      the  other  issues  establishes  that  there  was  no  unjust  deten- 

frankum.      tion,   the  verdict  ought  therefore  to  be  entered  for  the 

defendant. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  ground  whatever  for 
this  motion.  It  is  true  that  a  party  who  brings  an  action 
of  detinue,  brings  it  for  the  unjust  detention  of  his  pro- 
perty: but  where  the  detention  is  justified,  the  matter 
must  be  set  out  on  the  record.  The  only  issue  on  noo. 
detinet  is  upon  the  fact  of  the  detainer.  K  the  party  has 
a  lawful  excuse  for  the  detainer,  he  must  plead  it. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  ground  for  this  applicaticai. 
Under  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  a  defendant  might,  at  com* 
mon  law,  prove  that  the  goods  were  not  the  property  of  tbe 
plaintifi^;  but  if  he  had  a  lawful  excuse  for  the  detention, 
as  if  the  goods  were  pawned  or  pledged  to  him  finr  monef 
which  was  not  repaid,  he  was  bound  to  plead  it :  Co.  lit 
283.  a.  Lord  Coke  there  says,  ^'  In  detinue,  the  defendant 
pleadeth  non  detinet ;  he  cannot  give  in  evidence  that  die 
goods  were  pawned  to  him  for  money,  and  that  he  is  not 
paid,  but  he  must  plead  it;  but  he  may  give  in  evidence t 
gift  from  the  plaintiff,  for  that  proveth  that  he  detainetk 
not  the  plaintiff  ^8  goods."  But  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that 
since  the  new  rules,  the  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence, 
under  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  that  the  goods  were  not  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff :  so  that  in  any  view  of  the  caa^ 
the  matters  proved  in  support  of  the  second  and  third 
pleas  were  not  evidence  under  the  first.  If  the  object 
be  to  shew  that  the  chattel  is  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  cannot  be  done  under  such  a  plea  since 
the  new  rules.  If  the  object  be  to  shew  that  the  de- 
tention was  lawful,  and  the  party  had  a  good  ezcnae  ftr 
detaining  the  property,  then,   according  to  the  wa&o- 


i 
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ty  of  Lord  Coke,  such  a  defence  ought  to  be  pleaded,  even  Ej^cK  of  pu<u^ 
;  common  law.    Under  the  plea  of  non  detinet^  the  fact  ^  '   . 

*  detention  is  alone  in  issue.  Richards 


^LDERsoN,  B. — In  an  action  of  trover,  the  plea  of  not 
liJtj  puts  in  issue  the  mere  fact  of  the  conversion,  and  so 
xder  the  issue  of  non  detinet,  the  fact  of  the  detention  is 
one  in  issue. 

B.OLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


V, 

Framkum. 


Waters,  Executor  of  Elizabeth   Robinson,  Deceased, 

r.  Madeley. 

•Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note.     The  first  count  The  interest  in 

*^ted,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Eliza-  note**^ven*io  a 

>eth  Robinson,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  March,  1833,  made  his  ^J^erturl^^the 

?*t>miBsory  note  in  writing,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  consideration 

-  111.  1  for  which  was 

'^■Ul  Elizabeth  Robmson,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  money  ad- 
^^  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  on  demand  the  sum  of  duri^ng  th^e  co- 
^20,  and  thereupon,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  pro-  J^^hTwif  Jlft^J 
'^iaed  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  to  pay  her  the  said  note  the  death  of  her 

husband)  unless 

'^Xiording  to  the  tenor  and  eflfect  thereof.     The  second  he  reduces  it 
^imt  stated,  that  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  E.  R.,  to  wit,  on  Jn'hiriifedlT. 
^^  the  defendant  made  his  certain  other  promissory  note 
^  writing,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  E.  R.,  and 
^^ereby  promised  to  pay  the  said  E.  R.  £20  on  demand ; 
^d  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  E.  R.,  to 
^t,  on  the  1st  day  of  December,  1838,  the  defendant,  in 
^usideration  of  the  premises,  promised  the  plaintiff,  as 
^kdi  executor  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  him  the  said  note  accord- 
tig  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof. 
Pka,  that  the  promissory  note  in  the  first  count  men- 
oned,  and  the  promissory  note  in  the  second  coimt  men- 
Qned,  were  one  and  the  same;  and  that  the  said  promissory 

F  F  2 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  note  in  those  counts  mentioned^  was  made  and  delivered  by 
^  '   ^     the  defendant  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  as  in  those 
Gaters       counts  is  mentioned,  whilst  she  the  said  Elizabeth  Bobin- 
Madelet.      son  was  covert^  and  the  wife  of  one  John  Bobinson^  sbce 
deceased ;  and  that  the  consideration  for  the  making  of 
the  said  note  by  the  defendant  was  money  advanced  by  tbe 
said  Elizabeth  Robinson^  whilst  she  was  the  wife  of  the  said 
John  Robinson^  to  the  defendant^  and  that  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Robinson,  in  her  lifetime,  was  not  executrix  or  admi- 
nistratrix, neither  is  the  plaintiff  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, of  the   said   John  Robinson;  and  the  defendant 
further  saith,  that  he  is  still  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  pe^ 
sonal  representative  of  the  said  John  Robinson^  deceased, 
for  the  amount  of  the  said  promissory  note. 

Replication,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  promissoiT 
note,  and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Bobin- 
son,  and  during  her  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1834,  the  said  John  Robinson  died,  without  having  in  bis 
lifetime  done  any  act  to  reduce  the  said  promissoiy  note 
into  possession,  or  to  prevent  or  defeat  the  right  of  sur- 
vivorship of  the  said  E.  Robinson  in  the  same  promissoiy 
note,  in  the  event  of  the  said  John  Robinson  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  E.  Robinson,  leaving  the  said£.Bo- 
binson  him  surviving ;  and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  thit 
the  said  E.  Robinson  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  d 
June,  1836,  died  possessed  of  the  said  promissory  note, 
and  having  a  good  and  valid  title  to  receive  fix)m  the  de- 
fendant the  said  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned.  And 
the  said  plaintiff  still  holds  the  said  note  as  such  executor 
of  the  said  E.  Robinson  as  aforesaid. 

Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  following  were  the  points  marked  on  the  demmrer- 
book,  on  which  the  defendant  contended  that  he  was  ^ti- 
tled to  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  replication:— 
because,  as  the  promissory  note  was  made  in  favour  of  and 
for  money  paid  by  the  wife  during  her  coverture,  all  legal 
interest  therein  vested  absolutely  in  her  husband;  and  at 
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ill  death  his  personal  representatiye  ought  to  have  sued  Exeh.  rf  Pleas, 
upon  it,  and  that  it  could  and  did  not  in  any  manner  vest  '   ^ 

A  the  wife,  although  surviving  her  husband ;  and  therefore  Gaters 
bt  the  plaintijOT,  as  her  personal  representative,  has  no  in-  Madrley. 
erest  in  the  note,  and  cannot  maintain  any  action  upon  it. 
The  plaintiff's  points  were,  that  the  note  did  not  under 
liese  circumstances  vest  absolutely  in  the  husband,  but 
18  a  chose  in  action  given  to  the  wife,  which  the  husband 
Q^t  have  reduced  into  possession  by  dissenting  from  his 
ife's  taking  any  interest  therein,  and  suing  upon  it  in  his 
vn  name,  or  that  he  might  have  assented  to  the  apparent 
iterest  of  the  wife,  and  sued  in  their  joint  names ;  that 
le  note  was  not  vested  absolutely  in  the  husband  until 
ime  act  was  done  by  him  to  reduce  it  into  possession ; 
lat  it  therefore  survived  to  the  wife,  on  his  death  without 
ij  such  act  having  been  done. 

Manself  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  interest  in 
iC  note  in  question  did  not  pass  to  the  wife  by  sur^vor- 
qp,  but  vested  in  the  husband's  representatives.  It  was 
personal  chattel,  which  vested  absolutely  in  the  husband. 
I  M^Netlage  v.  HoUoway  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  husband 
ight  sue  alone  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  his  wife 
fore  her  marriage ;  and  there  Lord  Ellenborough  says,  "  It 
laid  down  in  Coke  upon  Littleton  [b)  and  Com.  Dig.  (c), 
at  all  chattels  personal  which  the  wife  has  in  possession 
her  own  right,  are  vested  in  the  husband  by  marriage, 
though  he  do  not  survive  her.  This  is  a  rule  of  law  univer- 
Dy  recognised.  The  words  '  chattels  personal '  are  sufiB- 
ently  large  to  cover  a  negotiable  instrument  of  this  sort.'' 
Porfe,  B. — ^That  doctrine  must  be  considered  as  qualified 
y  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Richards  v.  Richards  (d).] 
^comissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  are  personal  chat- 
5d>  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.     \Parke, 

W  1 B.  &  Aid,  221.  (c)  Baron  &  Feme,  E.  3. 

WP.351.b.  {d)  2  R&  Ad.  453. 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,  arrest  took  the  plainti£F  to  the  drinking-hoiiae,  it  wis  not 
'         necessary  to  produce  the  warrant  to  connect  the  defendant 
with  the  act  complained  of.    In  this  case  the  connexion  ii 
shewn  by  the  proof  that  M'Graw  seized  the  goods  in  point 
of  fact^  coupled  with  the  admission  on  the  record  that  the 
defendant^  as  sheriff^  seized  the  goods  of  Taylor^  it  not 
appearing  that  there  was  any  other  execution.]     TheOi 
secondly,  the  learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jory  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  bill  of  sale^  which,  although  it  might  be  Toid 
as  against  creditors,  was  valid  against  the  plaintiff  as  a 
party  to  it  (a).    The  issues  here  are  inconsistent,  the  fint 
depending  on  the  goods  being  the  goods  of  Taylor,  and 
the  second  on  their  being  the  plaintiff's.     The  plaintiff,  bj 
proving  the  bill  of  sale  in  support  of  the  second  oonnt, 
shews  that  the  goods  laid  in  the  first  as  belonging  to  Tay- 
lor his  tenant,  were  not  the  goods  of  that  tenant^  but  his 
own;  and  consequently,  that  the  seizure  by  the  drfendant 
did  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  that  remedy  by  distressi 
which  is  the  gist  of  the  first  count. 

Lord  Abingee,  C.  B. — ^The  pleadings  put  the  defendant 
out  of  Court  as  to  the  first  count,  because  they  admit 
that  these  were  the  goods  of  Taylor. 

Parke,  B. — The  bill  of  sale  was  invalid  as  against  the 
execution,  though  binding  as  between  the  parties.  Now  the 
question  here  is  on  the  execution.  The  counts  are  distinct; 
so  that  the  point  contended  for  as  to  the  biU  of  sale  does 
not  apply  to  the  first  count  at  all.  To  support  that  count, 
it  must  be  shewn  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  seized 
goods  which  were  liable  to  satisfy  rent  due  at  the  time. 
Now  as  the  defendant  has  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  second 
count,  it  must  be  admitted  that  there  is  an  end  of  that 

(a)  See  Robinson  v.  M'DonneU,      143;  3  Ve8.&  B.42:  SUelr,  Brm 
2  B.  &  Aid.  134:  Doe  v.  Roberts,      1  Taunt  381. 
Id.  367;    1  Daniell'B  Exch.  B«p. 
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count.  Then  as  to  the  first,  if  the  goods  were  Taylor's,  as  SxeK  of  pieat, 
is  admitted  by  the  pleadings,  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  take 
them  without  leaving  sufScient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff^s  rent 
due  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  seizure.  But  even  had  the 
taking  of  the  goods  of  Taylor  been  put  in  issue,  the  result 
on  the  first  count  would  not  have  been  different,  for  Tay- 
lor's bill  o£  sale  had  no  operation  as  against  the  execution 
of  Barnes.  The  summing  up  of  the  learned  Judge  was 
perfectly  correct. 

Aldsbson,  B. — The  verdict  was  right.  The  biU  of  sale 
being  found  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  exe- 
cution, it  follows  that  the  goods  were  in  fact  Taylor's,  as 
laid  in  the  first  count.  Then,  though  the  bill  of  sale  might 
be  valid  as  against  the  plaintiff,  that  point  is  not  material, 
for  the  pleadings  admit  that  the  goods  which  were  seized 
were  Taylor's,  while  M'Oraw  is  shewn  to  have  seized 
them. 


OuENST,  B.,  and  Bolfb,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  Hill  v.  Wright^  2  £sp.  669;  Qoldimidv.  Baphael^  3  Scott,  285. 
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Etch,  of  PUai, 
1840. 

Humphreys  v,  Jones. 

An  order  nui  ASSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. — ^The  dcdar- 
jTchambeM^  ation  was  deUvered  on  the  19th  of  February,  with  the 
makes  itself  ab-  particulars  of  demand  indorsed  thereon,  which  stated  that 

solute  unless        *^ 

cause  be  shewn:  the  actiou  was  brought  to  recoYcr  the  sum  of  32/.  lO^.  for 
appears,  the  timber  sold  and  delivered.  On  the  20th  of  Februaiy,  the 
foVthe  oppwltc  defendant  took  out  a  summons  requiring  the  plaintiff's 
party  to  go  in  to  attomev  or  agent  to  attend  at  the  Judge's  chambers  on  the 

the  Judge  and  jo  o 

get  it  dis-  following  day,  at  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  to  shew 
wisest  becomes  cause  why  further  and  better  particulars  should  not  be 
absolute.  delivered,  and  why  in  the  meantime  the  proceedings  in  the 

cause  should  not  be  stayed.  This  summons  was  served  on 
the  same  day  upon  the  plaintiff's  attomies,  who  indorsed 
upon  it  their  consent  to  an  order  nisi,  and  the  following 
order,  bearing  date  on  Saturday,  the  22nd  of  Febmaiy, 
was  drawn  up  by  the  defendant's  attorney : — 

''  Upon  hearing  the  attomies  or  agents  on  both  sides, 
and  by  consent,  1  do  order,  that  unless  cause  be  shewn  to 
the  contrary  at  my  chambers  on  Monday  next,  at  eleven 
o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  or  agent 
shall  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorney  or  agent  a  fiir- 
ther  and  better  account  in  writing,  with  dates  and  items, 
of  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  for  which  this 
action  is  brought,  and  that  in  the  meantime  idl  further 
proceedings  in  this  cause  be  stayed.  ,,  j  p .  «^-  » 

This  order  was  duly  served  on  the  plaintiff's  attomies, 
on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof.  On  the  following  Monday 
(the  24th  February)  the  plaintiff's  attomies  attended  at 
the  Judge's  chambers,  pursuant  to  the  order,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  it  discharged,  and  repeatedly  called  out  the 
name  of  the  defendant's  attorney ;  but  as  no  one  appeared, 
they  left  the  chambers  without  taking  any  further  step  at 
that  time,  and  on  the  26th  they  sent  notice  to  the  defend- 


\ 
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afs  attorney  tliat  thej  would  attend  the  order  on  the  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
)llowing  day,  at  eleven  o^clock  in  the  forenoon.     In  reply     ^  ^^^'    , 
3  that  notice,  the  defendant's  attorney  sent  a  letter,  stating    Humphreys 
bat  as  they  (the  plaintiff  ^s  attomies)  did  not  attend  the        Jones. 
udge's  chambers  to  shew  cause  on  the  24th,  (as  to  which 
let  the  affidavits  were  contradictory),  the  order  had  become 
bsolute.     No  answer  was  made  to  this,  but  on  the  11th 
r  March  interlocutory  judgment  was  signed,  and  notice 
f  executing  a  writ  of  inquiry  given.     The  plaintiff's  at- 
omies had  never  been  served  with  any  order  absolute,  nor 
ad  any  such  order  ever  been  drawn  up. 

Theobald  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plain- 
S  to  shew  cause  why  the  interlocutory  judgment,  and  all 
ibsequent  proceedings,  should  not  be  set  aside  with 
wts — 

Barstow  shewed  cause. — The  order  for  particulars  was  an 
rder  nisi,  which  ought  to  have  been  turned  into  an  order 
bsolute,  and  served  forthwith :  Kenney  v.  Hutchinson  {a) ; 
lat  not  having  been  done,  the  judgment  is  regular. 
diderson,  B. — ^A  rule  nisi  makes  itself  absolute.]  The 
Bdavits  are  at  variance  as  to  the  plaintiff's  attomies 
iving  attended  at  the  Judge's  chambers,  but  they  swear 
lat  they  did,  and  repeatedly  called  out  the  name  of  the 
sfendant's  attorney,  who  did  not  appear  to  support  the 
*der,  and  they  therefore  left  the  chambers,  thinking  the 
*der  was  abandoned. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  was  not  aware  that  we  made  orders  nisi 
chambers ;  but  it  appears  it  has  been  adopted  from  the 
■actice  of  the  Court  in  granting  rules  nisi.  A  rule  nisi 
akes  itself  absolute  unless  cause  be  shewn.  The  proper 
ode  in  cases  of  this  kind,  when  the  party  obtaining  the 

(a)  6  M  &  W.  171. 
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Exeh.  ijf  PUoi,  order  does  not  attend^  is  for  the  other  party  to  gointotiie 
^  *  ^     Judge  and  saj  that  he  is  ready  to  shew  canse^  and  apply  to 
HuMPHEBTs    liave  the  order  discharged.    The  practice  should  be  analo- 
joNEs.        gous  to  the  practice  in  Court. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Bule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment without  costs. 


Branson  v.  Moss. 

The  keeper  of  a  xN  this  case  Fortescue  moved  for  leave  to  issue  a  distringas 
refused  to  allow  against  the  defendant^  who  was  a  lunatic*  It  appeared 
iwi*terved^Jith  *^^*  *^®  defendant  was  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  and 
a  writ  of  sum-    that  his  keeper,  on  being  applied  to,  had  refused  to  allow 

inons.  the  Court  ■        , 

Ranted  a  rule  him  to  be  servcd  with  the  writ  of  summons.— He  relied 
to'be  served*"'  upou  StarUe  V.  Skilbeck  {a). 

in  the  first  in- 
stance upon  the 

friends  of  the         Parke,  B. — ^You  may  take  yoiu'  rule  for  a  distringas,  to 

lunatic,  and  if.  -  i       n  -       :%       e»    ^       -i  .-i/..- 

they  could  not  be  scrvcd  upon  the  mends  of  the  lunatic  in  the  first  in- 
the  keeper"^°"  stauce,  and  if  they  cannot  be  found,  then  upon  his  keeper. 

Rule  granted  (b). 

(a)  6  Dowl.  52.  (6)  See  Humphrey  v.  QriffiUa^  ante,  p.  89. 


BicHARDs  t;.  Frankum. 

The  plea  of  non  ±  HIS  was  an  actiou  of  detinue  for  a  promissory  note. 
puJg"  n  iMue*the  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  non  detinet;  secondly,  tW 
tion.'^'^ffihe"    *^®  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  note;  thirdly,  that 

defence  be  that 

the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  goods,  or  that  the  defendant  was  justified  in  dettioi^ 

them,  such  a  defence  ought  to  be  specially  pleaded. 


EASTER   TERM^   3  VICT.  421 

sfore  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintifFy  for  a  Eich,  of  pieat, 
X)d  and  valuable  consideration,   assigned  and  delivered  ^  '  ^ 

le  said  promissory  note  to  one  John  Granger,  to  be  by      Richards 

Vm 

im  held  as  and  for  his  own  note ;  and  that  the  said  John  Frankum. 
ranger,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  delivered 
le  said  note  to  the  defendant,  to  be  by  him  held  for  and 
a  the  behalf  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  John 
rranger;  and  that  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  and  by 
be  command  of  the  said  John  Granger,  detained  and 
till  detains  the  said  promissory  note,  as  he  lawfully  might 
or  the  causes  aforesaid. 

The  repUcation  traversed  the  assignment  and  deUvery 
)f  the  note  by  the  plaintiff  to  Granger,  and  the  delivery 
by  him  to  the  defendant. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumej/y  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 
»unty  of  Oxford,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ut  on  the  second  and  third  issues ;  the  learned  Judge 
:iving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on 
tie  issue  on  the  plea  of  non  detinet  also,  if  the  Court 
hould  be  of  opinion  that  the  matters  of  defence  so  found 
^  his  favour  were  evidence  in  support  of  that  issue. 

Ludlow,  Seijt.,  now  moved  accordingly. — The  jury,  by 
uding  on  the  second  and  third  issues  for  the  defendant, 
^ve  found  that  the  promissory  note  was  not  the  pro- 
^rty  of  the  plaintiff,  and  so  established  the  plea  of  non 
detinet,  which  puts  in  issue  the  wrongful  holding  and 
Staining  of  the  note  by  the  defendant.  It  is  evident  from 
he  use  of  the  words,  "  which  he  unjustly  detains,'^  in  the 
^Hginal  writ  and  declaration,  that  the  unjust  detention 
^  the  gravamen  of  the  complaint,  and  that  is  therefore 
Ut  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  notwithstand- 
ig  the  new  rules.  Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  the 
ew  rules  as  to  pleading  specially  matter  of  excuse,  the 
Hjust  detention  is  the  gravamen  of  the  charge  in  the 

VOL.  VI.  ¥  ¥  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  Pieatt  declaration ;  and  as  that  is  a  material  allegation  in  it,  and 

'   ^     is  traversed  by  the  plea,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  on 

Richards      the  other  issues  establishes  that  there  was  no  unjust  deten- 

Frankum.     tion,  the  verdict  ought  therefore  to  be  entered  for  the 

defendant. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^There  is  no  ground  whatever  for 
this  motion.  It  is  true  that  a  party  who  brings  an  action 
of  detinue,  brings  it  for  the  unjust  detention  of  his  pro- 
perty: but  where  the  detention  is  justified,  the  matter 
must  be  set  out  on  the  record.  The  only  issue  on  non 
detinet  is  upon  the  fact  of  the  detainer.  If  the  party  has 
a  lawful  excuse  for  the  detainer,  he  must  plead  it. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  ground  for  this  application. 
Under  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  a  drfendant  might,  at  com- 
mon  law,  prove  that  the  goods  were  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff;  but  if  he  had  a  lawful  excuse  for  the  detention, 
as  if  the  goods  were  pawned  or  pledged  to  him  for  money 
which  was  not  repaid,  he  was  bound  to  plead  it :  Co.  lit 
283.  a.    Lord  Coke  there  says,  "  In  detinue,  the  defendant 
pleadeth  non  detinet ;  he  cannot  give  in  evidence  that  the 
goods  were  pawned  to  him  for  money,  and  that  he  is  not 
paid,  but  he  must  plead  it;  but  he  may  give  in  evidence! 
gift  from  the  plaintiff,  for  that  proveth  that  he  detained 
not  the  plaintiff's  goods."     But  it  is  perfectly  clear,  tint 
since  the  new  rules,  the  defendant  cannot  give  in  evidence, 
under  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  that  the  goods  were  not  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff:  so  that  in  any  view  of  the cas^ 
the  matters  proved  in  support  of  the  second  and  third 
pleas  were  not  evidence  under  the  first.     If  the  object 
be  to  shew  that  the  chattel  is  not  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  cannot  be  done  imder  such  a  plea  since 
the  new  rules.    If  the  object  be  to  shew  that  the  de- 
tention was  lawful,  and  the  party  had  a  good  excuse  for 
detaining  the  property,  then,   according  to  the  aufto- 
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rity  of  Lord  Coke^  such  a  defence  ought  to  be  pleaded,  eyen  ExcK  of  pieas^ 

at  common  law.    Under  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  the  fact  ^     ^      . 

of  detention  is  alone  in  issue.  Richards 


Alderson,  B. — In  an  action  of  trover,  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  puts  in  issue  the  mere  fact  of  the  conversion,  and  so 
under  the  issue  of  non  detinet,  the  fact  of  the  detention  is 
alone  in  issue. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


V, 

Framkum. 


Oaters,  Executor  of  Elizabeth   Robinson,  Deceased, 

V.  Madeley. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note.  The  first  count  The  interest  in 
stated,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Eliza-  no^e^^v^n'to  a 
beth  Robinson,  to  irit,  on  the  25th  March,  1833,  made  his  I'f  ^  f ""»,, 

^  ^  '  '  coverture,  the 

promiBaory  note  in  writing,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  consideration 

.  iiT>i.  -iti  .1  for  which  was 

aaid  JiJizabeth  Robinson,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  money  ad- 
her  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  on  demand  the  sum  of  duH^ng  Hie  co- 
j620,  and  thereupon,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  pro-  [^ 'h"*^  wt"^^  ft^' 
mised  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  to  pay  her  the  said  note  the  death  of  her 

i«  M^t       A  i/««i/*mi  -I    husband,  unless 

according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof.  The  second  he  reduces  it 
count  stated,  that  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  E.  R.,  to  wit,  on  j^'hirufetit^^^ 
&c.,  the  defendant  made  his  certain  other  promissory  note 
in  writing,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  E.  R.,  and 
diereby  promised  to  pay  the  said  E.  R.  £20  on  demand ; 
and  afterwarda,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  E.  R.,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  December,  1838,  the  defendant,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  promised  the  plaintiff,  as 
such  executor  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  him  the  said  note  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof. 

Plea,  that  the  promissory  note  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, and  the  promissory  note  in  the  second  count  men- 
tioned, were  one  and  the  same;  and  that  the  said  promissory 

F  p  2 
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Ezch.  of  Pleas,  note  in  those  counts  mentioned^  was  made  and  delivered  by 
^  '  ^     the  defendant  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Robinson  as  in  those 
Caters       counts  is  mentioned,  whilst  she  the  "said  Elizabeth  Eobin- 
Madelet.      son  was  covert^  and  the  wife  of  one  John  Robinson^  since 
deceased ;  and  that  the  consideration  for  the  making  of 
the  said  note  by  the  defendant  was  money  advanced  by  tbe 
said  Elizabeth  Robinson^  whilst  she  was  the  wife  of  the  said 
John  Robinson^  to  the  defendant^  and  that  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Robinson^  in  her  lifetime^  was  not  executrix  or  admi- 
nistratrix, neither  is  the  plaintiff  the  executor  or  admini^ 
trator,  of  the   said   John  Robinson;  and  the  defendant 
further  saith,  that  he  is  still  liable  to  be  sued  by  the  pe^ 
sonal  representative  of  the  said  John  Robinson^  deceased, 
for  the  amount  of  the  said  promissory  note. 

Replication,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  pronussoiy 
note,  and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Bobin- 
son,  and  during  her  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of  Jannair, 
1834,  the  said  John  Robinson  died,  without  having  in  bis 
lifetime  done  any  act  to  reduce  the  said  promissory  note 
into  possession,  or  to  prevent  or  defeat  the  right  of  sur- 
vivorship of  the  said  E.  Robinson  in  the  same  promissoiy 
note,  in  the  event  of  the  said  John  Robinson  dying  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  E.  Robinson,  leaving  the  said  £.  Ro- 
binson him  surviving ;  and  the  plaintiff  further  saith,  that 
the  said  E.  Robinson  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of 
June,  1836,  died  possessed  of  the  said  promissoiy  note, 
and  having  a  good  and  valid  title  to  receive  firom  the  de- 
fendant the  said  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned.  And 
the  said  plaintiff  still  holds  the  said  note  as  such  execator 
of  the  said  E.  Robinson  as  aforesaid. 

Special  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  follovdng  were  the  points  marked  on  the  demnncr- 
book,  on  which  the  defendant  contended  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  replication:— 
because,  as  the  promissory  note  was  made  in  favour  of  and 
for  money  paid  by  the  wife  during  her  coverture,  all  legal 
interest  therein  vested  absolutely  in  her  husband;  and  at 
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lis  death  his  personal  representative  ought  to  have  sued  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
ipon  it,  and  that  it  cotdd  and  did  not  in  any  manner  vest  ^  '   . 

a  the  wife,  although  surviving  her  husband ;  and  therefore  Gaters 
hat  the  plaintifip,  as  her  personal  representative,  has  no  in-  Madrley. 
erest  in  the  note,  and  cannot  maintain  any  action  upon  it. 
The  plaintiff's  points  were,  that  the  note  did  not  under 
hese  circumstances  vest  absolutely  in  the  husband,  but 
ras  a  chose  in  action  given  to  the  wife,  which  the  husband 
light  have  reduced  into  possession  by  dissenting  from  his 
rife's  taking  any  interest  therein,  and  suing  upon  it  in  his 
wn  name,  or  that  he  might  have  assented  to  the  apparent 
Dterest  of  the  wife,  and  sued  in  their  joint  names ;  that 
he  note  was  not  vested  absolutely  in  the  husband  until 
lome  act  was  done  by  him  to  reduce  it  into  possession ; 
chat  it  therefore  survived  to  the  wife,  on  his  death  without 
my  such  act  having  been  done. 

Mansel,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  interest  in 
the  note  in  question  did  not  pass  to  the  wife  by  surfivor- 
'liip,  but  vested  in  the  husband's  representatives.  It  was 
^  penonal  chattel,  which  vested  absolutely  in  the  husband, 
tu  M'Neilage  v.  HoUoway  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  husband 
i^ight  sue  alone  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  his  wife 
^fore  her  marriage ;  and  there  Lord  Ellenborough  says,  "  It 
8  laid  down  in  Coke  upon  Littleton  [b)  and  Com.  Dig.  (c), 
hat  all  chattels  personal  which  the  wife  has  in  possession 
fi  her  own  right,  are  vested  in  the  husband  by  marriage, 
Ithongh  he  do  not  survive  her.  This  is  a  rule  of  law  univer- 
Qly  recognised.  The  words  '  chattels  personal '  are  sufl&- 
ently  large  to  cover  a  negotiable  instrument  of  this  sort.'' 
^arke,  B. — ^That  doctrine  must  be  considered  as  qualified 
r  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Richards  v.  Richards  (rf).] 
:t>ini88ory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  are  personal  chat- 
Is  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.     [ParkCj 

(a)  1  R  &  Aid.  221.  (c)  Baron  &  Feme,  £.  3. 

(6)  P.  351.  b.  (d)  2B.81  Ad.  453. 
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Exch.  of  Pieoif  B. — ^That  proves  too  mucli ;  debts  are  also  goods  and  cbat- 
^     ^'   .    tels  within  the  meaning  of  that  act.    If  a  promiasoiy  note 
Gaters       be  a  chattel  simple^  which  vests  absolutely  in  the  Irns- 
Madelet.      band^  how  could  it  have  been  laid  down  that  the  husband 
and  wife  might  sue  upon  it  in  their  joint  names,  as  in  Fhair 
Kskirk  v.  Pluckwell  (a)?]     In  Bvrrough  v.  Moa  (4),  it  was 
held  that  the  husband  might  sue  in  his  own  name  only 
on  a  note  given  to  the  wife  before  marriage ;  and  that  a 
debt  due  to  the  maker  from  the  wife,  dum  sola,  could  not 
be  set  off.    Here  the  plea  states,  that  the  consideration  f(ff 
making  the  note  was  money  advanced  by  the  wife  dur- 
ing the  coverture,  and  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
the  money  of  the  husband,  and  therefore  the  action  would 
accrue  to  the  husband  alone.     In  HaUowag  v.  ligU' 
bourne  (c).  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  "  Where  a  bond  or  pro- 
missory note  is  given  to  a  married  woman,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  interest  in  such  bond  or  note  immediately  vests 
in  the  husband,  and  that  he  may  maintain  an  action  upon 
it  in  hid  own  name.'' 

Parke,  B. — ^There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  bad 
plea.  This  is  an  action  on  a  promissory  note — ^an  instru- 
ment on  which  no  one  can  sue  unless  he  was  originally 
a  party  to  it,  or  has  become  entitled  to  it  under  o&e 
who  was.  A  promissory  note  is  not  a  personal  chattel 
in  possession,  but  a  chose  in  action  of  a  peculiar  nature; 
but  which  has  indeed  been  made  by  statute  assignable 
and  transferable  according  to  the  custom  of  merchants, 
like  a  bill  of  exchange;  yet  still  it  is  a  chose  in  action, 
and  nothing  more.  When  a  chose  in  action,  such  as 
a  bond  or  note,  is  given  to  a  feme  covert,  the  bos- 
band  may  elect  to  let  his  wife  have  the  benefit  of  it,  ^ 
if  he  thinks  proper  he  may  take  it  himself;  and  if  in  this 

(a)  2  M.  &  Sclw.  393.  pi.  5 ;  and  see  Williaiis  on  Exectt- 

(b)  10  B.  &  Cr.  558.  tors,    607—609,  where   the  ases 

(c)  MSS.  note  to  Nash  v.  Nasli,  on  this  subject  are  collected. 
2  Madd.  135;  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  1, 
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case  the  husband  had  in  his  lifetime  brought  an  action  upon  Exch,  of  Pieat, 
this  note  in  his  own  name,  that  would  have  amounted  to    ^    ^      . 
an  election  to  take  it  himself^  and  to  an  expression  of  dissent       Gaters 
on  his  part  to  his  wife's  having  any  interest  in  it.     On  the      Madeley. 
other  hand^  he  may^  if  he  pleases^  leave  it  as  it  is^  and  in 
that  case  the  remedy  on  it  survives  to  the  wife^  or,  he 
may^  according  to  the  decision  in  Philliskirk  v.  Pluckwell  (a) ^ 
adopt  another  course^  and  join  her  name  with  his  own ; 
and  in  that  case,  if  he  should  die  after  judgment^  the  wife 
would  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  note^  as  the  judg- 
ment would  survive  to  her.     The  only  doubt  in  this  case 
arose  from  the  observation  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in  McNeil- 
age  v.  HoUowtty,  that  a  promissory  note  may  be  treated 
as  a  personal  chattel  in  possession.     Now  in  that  respect^ 
I  think  there  was  a  mistake^  and  an  incorrect  expression 
used;  but  it  was  unnecessary  for  his   Lordship  to  lay 
down  such  a  doctrine^  in  order  to  decide  the  case  then 
before  him.    In  fact^  the  decision  in  the  subsequent  case 
of  Bichards  v.  Richards  {b)  has  qualified  that  position.     In 
that  case  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  said  that  a  promissory 
note  was^  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things^  a  chose  in 
action^  and  that  there  was  nothing  to  take  it  out  of  the 
common  rule^  that  choses  in  action  given  to  the  wife  sur- 
vive to  her  after  the  death  of  her  husband^  imless  he  has 
reduced  them  into  possession.  The  case  of  Nash  v.  Nash  (c) 
is  also  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  position^  that  it  sur- 
vives to  the  wife;   and  although  that  case  was  decided 
before  M'NeUage  v.  Holloway,  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  cited  in  the  latter  case.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
note  must  be  considered  as  having  survived  to  the  wife^ 
and  her  executor  was  therefore  the  proper  person  to  sue. 
The  fact  stated  in  the  plea  makes  no  difierence,  as  the  right 
of  action  on  the  instrument  depends  on  the  form  of  it, 
and  not  upon  the  consideration  for  which  it  was  given:  but 

(a)  2  M.  &  Selw.  393.  (b)  2  B.  &  Adol.  447. 

(c)  2  Mad.  133. 
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Bxch,  of  Pleas,  it  may  be  observed^  that  it  is  not  stated  in  the  plea  that 
^   ^      .    the  money  advanced  was  the  husband's.  Whether  the  eie- 
gaters       cutor  of  the  husband,  where  the  money  advanced  was  his, 
Madeley.     could  compel  an  account  from  the  executor  of  the  wife, 
who  recovered  on  the  note,  by  a  bill  in  equity,  is  another 
matter,  with  which,  in  a  Court  of  law,  we  have  nothing  to 
do,  and  which  could  make  no  difference  in  this  case,  aji  it 
would  not  vary  the  right  of  action  on  the  note.   Our  judg- 
ment must,  therefore,  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  Northam  Bridge 
AND  Roads  v.  The  London  and  Southampton  Bail- 
way  Company. 

By  a  local  act,  SpECIAL  CASE.— By  stat.  36  Geo.  8,  c.  94,  s.  1,  (local 
ixxi,  (the  Lo'n^  *^^  personal),  intituled  ''  An  Act  for  building  a  Bridge  over 
don  and  South-  |.|jg  pjygp  Itchiu,  at  or  near  Northam,  within  the  Uberties 

ampton  Rail-  ' 

way  Act),  it  is  of  the  town  and  county  of  the  town  of  Southampton,  and 

all  cases  where  for  maldng  a  road  from  the  said  town  to  the  said  bridge, 

IhaiUrowYny  ^^^  ^^°^  thcncc  to  communicatc  with  the  road  leading 

turnpike  road,  fi^Qm  ^ggt  End  to  Botlcy,  in  the  county  of  Southampton," 

such  turnpike  ^  *'  "  ^ 

road  shall  be  certain  pcrsons  are  incorporated  by  the  name  of  the  Com- 

by  and  at  the  pany  of  Proprietors  of  Northam  Bridge  and  Roads. 

Company,^  lo^  ^7  ^^^^'  ^>  *^®  Company  is  empowered  to  make,  buOd, 

as  the  same  ^ud  kccD  in  repair  a  bridge  at,  near,  or  firom  Northam, 

shall  pass  over         ....  , 

the  said  rail-  withiu  the  liberties  of  the  town  and  county  of  the  town  of 
Ae^saW  raiN  Southampton,  over  and  across  the  river  Itchin  to  the  oppo- 
way  shall  pass     gj^g  shorc,  in  the  parish  of  South  Stoneham,  in  the  county 

over  the  said  '  r  j  </ 

turnpike  road :  of  Southampton,  with  a  proper  ascent  or  approach  to  the 
road  on  which    Said  bridge  at  each  end  thereof,  and  fit  and  proper  for  tie 

toll-gates  are  by 
law  erected,  and 
tolls  taken  thereat,  is  a  turnpike- road,  within  the  meaning  of  that  acL 
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travellers,  cattle^  and  carriages^  and  toll-houses^  Ejtch.  of  PUat, 
(aid  bridge  to  be  a  public  bridge,  and  all  per-  '   ^ 

8,  cattle,  and  carriages  to  have  free  liberty  to  ThbNortham 

,  BrIDOB  AMD 

de  same,  on  the  payment  of  the  respective  tolls      Roads  Co. 

the  act.  The  London 

7,  neither  the  bridge  nor  any  tolls  to  be  taken    ^*"*  South- 

'  O  ^  AMPTON 

ict  are  rateable.  Railway  Co. 

9,  the  Company  is  empowered  to  make  one  pro- 
)mmodious  road,  with  a  footway  by  the  side 
)m  the  town  of  Southampton  or  firom  some 
Southampton  Boad  to  Northam,  and  so  to  the 
of  the  said  bridge ;  and  also  one  other  proper 

odious  road  from  the  end  or  foot  of  the  said 

the  opposite  shore,  into  the  parishes  of  South 

Saint  Mary  Extra,  and  Botley,  in  the  said 

communicate  with  and  open  into  the  turn- 

eading  from  West  End  to  Botley,  in  the  said 

Southampton,  each  of  such  roads  to  be  of  the 

forty  feet ;   on  each  of  which  two  roads  they 

ered  to  erect  toll-houses  and  toll-gates,  and  for 

OSes  to  take  lands.    The  said  two  roads  to  be 

)air  at  the  cost  of  the  Company. 

10  to  17  regulate  the  mode  of  purchase  of  the 

ired  for  the  said  roads  &c.,  and  contain  compen- 

ses. 

23,  the  property  of  the  bridge  and  roads  is  vested 
ipany. 

24  empowers  the  Company  to  raise  £10,000 
tmselves  for  making  the  bridge  and  roads,  and 
it  sum  should  be  insufficient,  they  are  farther 
I  by  sect.  28  to  raise  among  themselves  the  addi- 
of  £8000. 

(  25,  26,  and  29  relate  to  the  division  of  the 
0  shares,  and  the  transfer  thereof. 
30  empowers  the  Company  to  borrow  £8000 
ige,  and  regulates  assignments  of  the  property 
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Exch,  of  Pleats  of  the  bridge,  roads,  and  tolls  bj  waj  of  mortgage,  and  abo 

^    ^  '  ^     the  transfer  of  such  assignments. 
TheNortham      Section  81  gives  priority  to  payment  of  interest  on 

Roads  Co.     mortgages  OYcr  interest  on  dividends  payable  to  propiie- 

The  London    *^^* 

AND  South-        Sections  32  to  45  contain  the  clauses  then  usually  in- 
Railway  Co.   scrted  in   acts   creating  joint  stock  companies,  for  the 
government  of  such  companies  and  their  officers,  and  for 
the  making  of  bye-laws. 

Section  46  gives  a  table  of  tolls,  and  vests  the  said  tolb 
in  the  Company. 

Section  53  enacts,  '^  That  the  roads  hereby  directed  to 
be  made  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  turnpike-roads, 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  M,  (t 
General  Turnpike  Act),  and  of  the  several  acts  made  for 
the  purpose  of  explaining,  amending,  or  repealing  the 
same  or  some  part  thereof,  and  that  all  and  every  cbuue 
and  provision  contained  in  the  said  act  of  the  13  Oeo.  S, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  other  acts,  (exoqpt 
where  the  same  are  otherwise  altered  by  this  act),  shall 
be  in  full  force  with  regard  to  the  roads  included  in  this 
act,  as  fully  and  effectually  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as 
if  this  act  had  been  made  and  passed  previous  to  the  said 
act  of  the  13  Geo.  3. 

By  38  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  s.  6,  (local  and  personal),  the  widthof 
the  two  roads  is  altered  from  forty  to  thirty  feet  each.  Both 
of  the  said  recited  acts  are  for  an  unlimited  period,  andnd- 
ther  act  appoints  trustees  or  commissioners  for  the  care  and 
management  of  the  said  two  roads,  but  vests  the  same  in 
the  Company. 

The  said  Company  of  proprietors,  under  the  said  acts  of 
the  36  &  38  Geo.  3,  proceeded  to  erect  the  said  bridge 
and  to  make  the  said  roads,  and  the  same  have  been  opened 
for  public  use  since  the  year  1800,  and  certain  tolls  hafe 
been  taken  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  act 
of  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  s.  46. 
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feo.  4,  c.  126,  s.  1,  the  act  of  the  13  Geo.  8,  e.  84,  &«*.  o/  PUat, 
various  other  acts  of  Parliament  were  repealed,  ^  *    ^ 

provisions  for  the  regulations  of  turnpike-roads  The  Northak 

f         ,  .     ,.        ,  ^  Bridge  AMD 

tituted  m  lieu  thereof.  RoaimCo. 

:.  4  it  is  enacted,  ^'  that  from  and  after  the  Ist   j^g  LoNooif 
nuary,  1823,  all  the  enactments,  provisions,  mat-    ^*'^J^^^m"" 
things,  in  this  act  contained,  shall  extend  and  be  Eailwat  Co. 
^nstrued,  and  taken  to  extend  to  all  acts  of  Par- 
ow  in  force,  and  to  all  acts  which  shall  hereafter 
,  for  making,  widening,  turning,  amending,  re- 
r  maintaining  any  turnpike  road  or  roads  in  that 
jrreat  Britain  called  England,   save  and  except 
f  other  commencement  is  particularly  directed  by 
md  as  to  such  enactments,  provisions,  matters, 
:s  as  shall  be  expressly  referred  to  and  varied, 
r  repealed  by  any  such  act  or  acts  as  shall  be 
passed.^' 

eo.  4,  c.  95,  intituled  '^  An  Act  to  explain  and 
I  Act  passed  in  the  third  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
[ajesty,  to  amend  the  general  laws  now  in  being 
.ting  turnpike  roads  in  that  part  of  Great  Bri- 
d  England,'^  it  was  by  sect.  90  enacted  as  fol- 
And  whereas  doubts  have  arisen  as  to  the  roads 
the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  act  (3  Geo.  4, 
Ltend,  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  nothing  in 
ecited  act  or  this  act  contained,  shall  extend  or 
tied  to  extend  to  any  road  or  roads  not  under  the 
management  of  trustees  or  commissioners,  or  to 
or  roads  which  shall  be  made,  maintained,  or 
.  under  the  provisions  of  any  act  or  acts  of  Par- 
assed  for  an  unlimited  period,  notwithstanding 
be  collected  on  such  roads,  or  shall  extend  to 
IT,  or  interfere  with  the  qualifications  of  any  com- 
s  or  other  persons  having  the  care  and  manage- 
iny  such  last-mentioned  roads,  or  with  any  tolls 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  taken  or  weights  carried  thereon,  or  in  any  other  manner 

,JfJ^    therewith/^ 
The  Northam      By  sect.  91,  certain  other  roads^  one  of  which  is  the  road 

Roads  Co.  from  London  to  Holyhead,  by  the  92nd  section  the  tom- 
Thb  Londok  pi'^®  ^^^^  called  the  Commercial  Boad,  and  by  the  93rd, 
AMD  South-    gQ  much  of  the  tiu'npike  road  from  Carlisle  to  Olasgow  as 

AMPtON  ^  ^ 

Railway  Co.   lies  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  are  exempted  firom  its 
operation. 

By  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  Ixxxviii,  (local  and  personal),  in- 
tituled ^' An  Act  for  making  a  Railway  from  London  to 
Southampton,^'  certain  persons  were  incorporated  and  em- 
powered to  make  the  said  railway. 

Sect.  71  regulates  the  crossing  by  the  railway  of  public 
highways  not  being  turnpike  roads,  wherever  they  are 
crossed  at  the  level  of  such  highways. 

Sect.  72  enacts  as  follows : — "  And  be  it  further  enacted, 
that  in  all  cases  where  the  said  railway  shall  cross  any 
turnpike  road,  such  turnpike  road  shall  be  raised  or  sunk 
by  and  at  the  expense  of  the  said  company,  so  as  that  the 
same  shall  pass  over  the  said  railway,  or  that  the  said  ral- 
way  shall  pass  over  the  said  turnpike  road,  by  means  of  a 
bridge  of  such  height  and  width,  and  with  such  an  ascent 
or  descent,  as  are  by  this  act  in  that  behalf  provided." 
Those  provisions  are  made  by  the  74th  and  75th  sections 
of  this  act. 

By  the  1  Vict.  c.  Ixxi,  intituled  "An  Act  to  alter  the  line 
of  the  London  and  Southampton  Bailway,  and  to  amend 
the  act  relating  thereto,^'  the  line  of  the  London  and 
Southampton  Bailway  is  intended  to  cross  one  of  the 
two  roads  made  and  constructed  under  the  first-mentioned 
act  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  viz.  the  road  from  the  town  d 
Southampton  to  Northam  Bridge ;  and  the  said  London 
and  Southampton  Bailway  Company,  in  carrying  their  ads 
into  execution,  have  proceeded  to  lay  down  their  rails  and 
to  make  their  railway,  so  as  to  cross  the  said  road  upon  s 
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level,  and  have  refused  either  to  raise  or  lower  the  said  EjccH.  of  PUas, 
road,  or  to  cause  the  said  railway  to  pass  over  the  said  ^ 

road,  or  to  cause  the  said  road  to  pass  under  the  said  rail-  The  Northam 

"^  Bridge  and 

way.  Roads  Co. 

All  the  said  recited  acts  are  to  be  considered  as  forming  the  London 
part  of  this  case,  and  their  recitab,  enactments,  and  provi-  ^"^j^p  J^JJ"' 
sions  may  be  referred  to  by  either  party  accordingly. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  said  road  made  under  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  is  a  turn- 
pike road  within  the  meaning  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c. 
kxxviii,  s.  72  (a). 


Railway  Co. 


2>.  Pollock,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The  Northam  Bridge 
Road  is  a  turnpike  road  within  the  meaning  of  the  72nd 
section  of  the  London  and  Southampton  Railway  Act. 
In  Dr.  Webster's  Dictionary  (i),  a  turnpike  road  is  thus 
defined: — "  A  road  on  which  turnpikes  or  toll-gates  are 
established  by  law,  and  which  are  made  and  kept  in  repair 
by  the  toll  collected  from  travellers  or  passengers  who  use 
the  road.**  If  that  definition  be  correct, — and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  it  is, — ^then  this  is  a  turnpike  road ;  for  it  is  a 
road  authorized  by  act  of  Parliament,  by  which  tolls  are 
legally  taken  from  passengers  using  it.  The  roads  to 
be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Northam  Bridge  Act  are 
sJso,  by  the  53rd  section  of  that  act,  described  as  turnpike 
roads.  It  enacts  that  the  roads  thereby  directed  to  be 
made  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  turnpike  roads. 


(a)  The  question  had  heen  before 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  a  motion 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Southampton  Railway  Company 
firom  crossing  the  Northam  Bridge 
Road  on  a  level,  when  his  Honour 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the 
Northam  Bridge  Road  was  not  a 


turnpike  road,  and  refused  the  in- 
junction, but  gave  the  plamtiffs 
liberty  to  take  the  opinion  of  a 
court  of  law  upon  the  question. 

(b)  A  Dictionary  of  the  English 
Language,  by  Noah  Webster,  LL.D. 
New  York,  1828.  Reprinted  by 
E.  H.  Barker,  Thetford,  Norfolk. 
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Exeh.  of  PUa*,  within  the  meaning  of  the  then  General  Turnpike  Act, 

'   ^    13  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  as  fully  and  eflTectually,  to  all  intents  and 

Thb  Northam  purposes,  as  if  that  act  had  been  previously  made ;  and  it 

Bridge  akd  n      /i»         t  •        i  • 

Roads  Co.  IS  not  at  all  affected  m  this  respect  by  the  repeal  of  that 
Thb  London  act  by  8  Geo.  4,  c.  126.  In  the  clauses,  also,  of  the  36  Geo. 
AND  South-  3  ^j^^jji  authorize  the  taking  of  tolls,  ss.  46  &  48,  the 
Railway  Co.    word  "  turnpikes^'  is  again  used.     K  this  case  had  arisen 

before  the  repeal  of  the  13  G^o.  3,  c.  84,  no  doubt  could 
have  been  entertained  that  this  was  a  turnpike  road.    But  it 
may  be  said  that  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  95^  s.  90^  (which  redtei 
that  doubts  had  arisen  as  to  what  roads  the  proTisions 
of  the  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  Geo.  4,  extended  to,  and  by 
which  it  is  enacted  that  nothing  in  those  acts  should  extend 
to  any  road  not  under  the  management  of  trustees  or  com- 
missioners), has  made  an  alteration  in  this  respect,  and  has 
taken  these  roads  out  of  the  operation  of  the  General  Turn- 
pike Acts.    The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  77,  s.  19,  however,  after  re- 
citing the  former  General  Turnpike  Acts,  appears  to  repeal 
all  the  exceptions  in  those  acts,  and  places  all  local  acta^ 
such  as  the  present,  within  its  meaning; — ''all  the  powers, 
&c.,  contained  in  this  act  shall  extend  to  every  local  turn- 
pike act,  and  shall  be  applied  and  put  in  execution  as  iullj 
and  eflFectually,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  same 
were  repeated  and  re-enacted  in  the  body  of  such  local 
turnpike  act,  and  were  made  part  thereof.''     The  effect  of 
that  clause  is  to  re-enact  the  53rd  section  of  the  Northam 
Bridge  Act.     The  language  of  the  72nd  section  of  this 
railway  act  is  general,  *'  that  in  all  cases  where  the  said 
railway  shall  cross  any  turnpike  road/'  &c. ;  it  extends 
to  every  species  of  road  which  can  be  called  a  turnpike 
road.     The  object  of  inserting  these  clauses,  relating  to 
turnpike  roads,  was  for  the  public  protection,  and  the  Court 
will  give  them  the  largest  possible  construction,  in  order 
to  further  that  object.     It  may  be  said,  indeed,  that  this  is 
a  private  speculation,  and  that  the  interest  in  these  roads 


I 


EASTER   TERM^    3  VICT.  436 

is  vested  in  the  proprietors ;  but  that  can  make  no  dif-  Bxeh.  of  puas, 
ference  as  affecting  the  question  whether  this  is  a  turn-     ^   ^^   ^ 
pike    road   or  not.      In  Rex  v.  Uie   Trustees  of  Great  Thb  Northam 
Dover  Street  Road  {a) y  it  was  held,  that,  although  the     Roads  Co. 
trustees  of  that  road  were  shareholders  and  owners  of  the    ^he  London 
soil,  and  the  surplus  of  the  tolls  was  to  be  applied  in  pay-    ^*"*  South- 
ing  the  interest  and  principal  of  the  shareholders,  the    Railway  Co. 
road  was  a  turnpike  road  within  the  provisions  of  the 
General  Turnpike  Act,   and  that  the  trustees  were  not 
liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  it.     Roads,  however,  may 
be  turnpike  roads  without  being  within  the  operation  of 
the  general  turnpike  acts,  as  is  exemplified  by  the  excep- 
tion of  the  Holyhead  and  other  roads  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  General  Turnpike  Acts,  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  and 
4  Greo.  4,  c.  95.     [Pc^key  B. — Is  there  any  clause  in  the 
N'ortham  Bridge  Act  which  obliges  these  proprietors  to 
keep  the  roads  in  repair?]     Yes  j  the  9th  section  provides 
that  the  roads  shall  be  made,  ^*  and  at  all  times  afterwards 
maintained  and  repaired,  at  the  proper  costs  and  charges 
of  the  said  company  of  proprietors,  by  and  out  of  the  tolls 
by  this  act  granted. 


» 


M.  D.  Hilly  contra. — The  definition  of  a  turnpike  road, 

given  in  Dr. Webster's  Dictionary,  is  too  wide,  for  that  would 

include  a  railroad.     The  object  of  the  Northam  Bridge  Act 

^was  to  empower  the  company  to  erect  a  bridge  over  the 

liver  Itchin,  and  the  roads  were  only  accessary  to  it.    The 

shares  are,  by  sect.  25,  vested  in  the  subscribers,  who 

are  to  be  entitled  to  receive  a  distribution  of  the  profits  to 

arise  therefrom,  which  are  not  limited.     The  provision  in 

the  9th  section,  as  to  the  repairs,  is  ex  abundanti  cautel&, 

as  the  Company  would  be  obliged  to  keep  the  road  in  repair 

without  such  a  provision,  at  common  law.  The  right  to  take 

(a)  5  Ad.  &  EU.  692  J  1  N.  &  P.  157. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  toll^  and  the  obligation  to  repair^  do  not  make  a  road  a 

V    ^^  '   ^  turnpike  road.      In  cases  of  toll  thorough,  there  is  a  right 

The  North  am  to  take  toll,  and  a  liability  to  repair  the  road,  but  that  does 

Roads  Co,  not  make  it  a  turnpike  road.     The  case  of  toll  thorough 

The  London  ^  ^^  ^V^  illustration  of  this  case.     There  is  no  distinction 

AND  South-  between  the  case  of  toll  thorough,  or  this  case,  and  that  of  a 

AMPTON  .  ° 

Railway  Co.  canal  or  a  navigable  river  with  locks  to  it,  which  the  pro- 
prietors are  bound  to  keep  in  repair.  The  true  definition  of 
a  turnpike  road  is  given  by  Latvrence,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  The 
Proprietors  of  the  Staffordshire  and  Worcestershire  Canal 
Navigation  (a).  He  says,  "Nor  is  this  like  the  case  of 
a  turnpike;  for  there  the  tolls  are  paid  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  and  not  for  the  use  of  any  individuals;  and 
those  tolls  are  not  the  subject  of  taxation  within  the  sta- 
tute of  43  Elizabeth.^'  Now  here  these  tolls  are  paid  for 
the  benefit  of  the  company,  and  would,  on  that  account, 
be  liable  to  the  payment  of  rates,  if  it  were  not  for  the 
special  exemption  contained  in  the  7th  section  of  the 
act.  But  the  general  exemption  from  a  liability  to  rates 
is  not  confined  to  turnpike  roads  only,  but  wherever  the 
property  is  public  property,  the  tolls  are  not  rateable.  The 
principle  to  be  collected  from  the  authorities  is,  that  pro- 
perty is  exempted  from  rateability  in  those  cases  only  where 
the  profits  are  applicable  to  public  purposes :  Rex  v.  Inihfiir 
tants  of  Liverpool  (A),  Reg,  v.  Mayor  ^c.  of  Liverpool  (c). 
A  turnpike  road  is  a  road  on  which  a  toll  is  collected  for 
the  benefit  of  the  road,  and  not  where  it  is  to  go  into  the 
pockets  of  private  individuals,  or  to  be  applied  to  a  private 
purpose.  This  road  has  none  of  the  usual  incidents  of  a  turn- 
pike road.  Its  non-rateability  is  indeed  one  incident:  but, 
as  has  been  already  obsen'ed,  if  it  were  not  for  the  special 
exemption  in  the  act,  the  toUs  of  this  road  would  be  rateable 


(«)  8  T.  R.  350.  (b)  7  B.  &  C.  64 ;  9  D.  &  R.780. 

(c)  1  Per.  &  D.  334;  9  Ad.  &  EU.  435. 
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Roads  Co. 

V, 

The  London 
AND  South- 
ampton 
Railway  Co. 


fcher  incident  of  a  turnpike  road  is,  that  the  county  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
istrates  have  an  ex  officio  jurisdiction  as  trustees  and  ^  '  ^ 

[nissioners.  which  here  they  have  not.     Neither  is  this  The  Northau 

,  f,  .  Bridqb  and 

subject  to  the  usual  exemptions  from  toll,  in  the 
I  mentioned  in  the  32nd  section  of  the  General  Turn- 
Act.  This,  in  truth,  is  like  a  railway  rather  than  a 
igSke  road ;  they  are  both  made  and  maintained  from 
ite  funds.  None  of  the  powers  given  for  the  govern- 
t  of  turnpike  roads  apply  to  the  present  case;  if  this 
eld  to  be  a  turnpike  road,  it  will  be  one  not  subject  to 
cx)de  of  laws  regulating  turnpike  roads.  The  4th  sec- 
of  the  3  Greo.  4,  c.  126,  by  which  the  provisions  of  that 
were  extended  to  local  acts  for  making  turnpike  roads, 
in  eflFect  repealed  by  the  90th  section  of  4  Geo.  4,  c.  95, 
ch  provided,  that  the  act  should  not  extend  to  any 
d  not  under  the  management  of  trustees  or  commis- 
lers,  or  to  any  road  made  or  maintained  under  any  act 
an  unlimited  period,  notwithstanding  tolls  may  be 
lected.  Then  the  53rd  section  of  this  act  does  not 
OTint  to  a  statutory  declaration  that  it  shall  be  a  tum- 
e  road.  It  says  the  roads  shall  be  '^  deemed  and  taken 
be  turnpike  roads'' — not  absolutely,  but  "  as  fiilly  and 
H^tually  as  if  that  act  had  been  made  previous  to  the 
Seo.  8.''  The  legislature,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of 
Northam  Bridge  Act,  may  have  intended  that  the  road, 
ngh  not  a  turnpike  road,  should  be  regidated  in  the  same 
^as  a  turnpike  road;  but  when  it  came  to  the  passing  of 
4Geo.  4,  c.  95,  it  had  altered  its  views,  and  then  directed 
t  these  private  roads  shall  not  be  under  the  regulations 
he  General  Turnpike  Acts;  no  such  words  as '"  turnpike 
h"  are  there  used,  but  the  words  are  "  any  road  or 
^"  not  under  the  management  of  conmiissioners,  not- 
istanding  tolls  may  be  collected  "  on  such  roads.''  The 
I  section  of  the  9  Geo,  4,  c.  77,  has  been  referred  to,  but 
iqpplies  to  turnpike  acts  generally,  and  not  to  an  act  of 
kind,  which  is  in  its  nature  private.    The  90th  section 

OL.  VI.  GO  M.  w. 
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Exch,  of  Pieat,  of  the  4  Grco.  4,  c.  95,  excludes  this  road  from  the  operation 
'   ^    of  the  General  Turnpike  Acts,  and  it  is  therefore  not  a 
The  Northam  turnpike  road. 

Bridge  and 
Roads  Co. 

The  London        ^-  PoUock  replied. 
AND  South* 

AMPTON 

Railway  Cob       Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^If  we  had  entertained  any  doubt 
in  this  case,  we  should  have  been  desirous  of  taking  time 
to  consider ;  but  we  do  not.     Whether  this  is  a  turnpike 
road  is  not  to  be  determined  merely  by  reference  to  the 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  or  any  other  act  of  Parliament.     A  tun- 
pike  road  is  a  road  across  which  turnpike  gates  are  erected 
and  tolls  taken,  and  such  roads  existed  previous  to  the 
passing  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  and  independently  of  that 
statute  altogether.    A  '^  turnpike  road''  means  a  road 
having  toll-gates  or  bars  on  it,  which  were  originally  called 
'^  turns,''  and  were  first  constructed  about  the  middle  of 
the  last  century.     Certain  individuals,  with  a  view  to  the 
repair  of  particular  roads,  subscribed  amongst  themselm 
for  that  purpose,  and  erected  gates  upon  the  roads,  taking 
tolls  from  those  who  passed  through  them.    These  wat 
violently  opposed  at  first,  and  petitions  were  presented  to 
Parliament  against  them ;  and  acts  were  in  conseqneDoe 
passed  for  their  regulation.     This  was  the  origin  of  tuni- 
pike  roads.    The  distinctive  mark  of  a  turnpike  road  isy 
the  right  of  turning  back  any  one  who  refuses  to  pay  toD. 
Let  us  see  whether  this  act  of  Parliament  has  given  that 
power.   The  9th  section  says,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
Company  to  make  roads,  and  also  to  erect  toll-houses,  toll- 
gates,  bars,  and  other  conveniences  for  taking  the  tolb 
thereby  granted;  and  that,  as  it  seems  to  me,  constitate» 
them  turnpike  roads.   Then  the  46th  section  prorides  what 
shall  be  the  tolls  which  shall  be  taken;  and  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  all  persons,  &c.,  chargeable  with  any  of  the  tcJb 
thereby  granted,  to  pass  for  the  same  toll  over  the  said  bridge 
and  through  all  and  every  the  iurtg^ikes,  toll-gates,  and  toD* 


i 
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)ars  to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  that  act;  whicb  shews  that 
;he  words  "  turnpikes/'  "toll-gates/^  and  ''toll-bars/'  are 
ised  synonymously.  Here,  then,  we  find  toll-gates  and  a 
"ight  to  take  toll  established  by  act  of  Parliament,  which 
x>nseqnently  render  this  a  turnpike  road.  The  legislature 
dso,  by  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  s.  53,  declares  that  this  shall 
}e  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  turnpike  road  within  the 
neaning  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  as  fully  and  effectually 
IS  if  it  had  been  made  and  passed  previous  to  that  act : 
hey  therefore  take  it  for  granted  that  this  would  be  a 
umpike  road  if  the  act  had  been  passed  previously ;  and 
hey  provide  that  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.  3  shall  be 
ipplied  as  fSar  as  they  are  applicable.  Then  comes  the  sta- 
»te  8  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  which  repeals  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  84, 
md  enacts  that  the  provisions  of  that  act  shall  extend  to 
ill  acta  then  in  force,  and  which  shall  thereafter  be  passed 
'or  making  or  repairing  any  turnpike  roads.  That  leaves 
ins  road  as  it  stood  before  the  passing  of  that  act.  The 
next  statute  on  the  subject  was  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  95:  the 
X)th  section  of  which  recites  that  doubts  had  arisen  to 
irhat  roads  the  former  act  applied,  and  exempts  from  its 
operation  roads  like  the  present.  But  still  the  roads  conti- 
nue to  be  turnpike  roads;  for  if  not,  why  should  the  legis- 
lature have  interfered  at  all,  or  have  introduced  this  excep- 
tion with  respect  to  them  ?  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to 
^  very  clear  that  this  is  a  turnpike  road,  that  the  public 
we  entitled  to  the  protection  contemplated  by  the  Railway 
Act,  and  that  the  railroad  ought  to  be  carried  either  over 
or  under  it. 


Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

The  Northam 
Bridge  and 
Roads  Co. 
tt. 
The  London 
and  South- 
ampton 
Railway  Co. 


Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
^<^  on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  71st  and  72nd 
•^ons  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  Ixxxviii,  which  was  passed 
^  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  railway  from  London  to 
Southampton.  The  71st  section  applies  to  a  highway,  and 
^e  72nd  section  to  a  turnpike  road  traversed  by  the  rail- 

o  o  2 


440 


CASES    IN   THE    EXCHEQUER^ 


Exeh,  of  Pleat,  way.     [His  Lordship  here  read  those  sections.]     In  these 

'   ^    enactments  the  legislature  had  in  view  the  benefit  of  the 

The  northam  public,  and  therefore  compeUed  the  Railroad  Company,  in 

Roads  Co.  the  case  of  a  turnpike  road,  where  the  traffic  is  greatest,  to 
The  London    afford  the  public  more  accommodation,  by  carrying  the 

AND  South-    railroad  either  above  or  under  the  road.     The   question 

AMPTON  ^ 

Railway  Co.   then  is,  whether  this  road  traversed  by  the  railway  is  a 
turnpike  road?     I  think  it  is.    The  ordinary  meaning  ti 
the  words  ^'turnpike  road  "  is,  a  road  on  which  a  turnpike 
is  lawfully  erected,  and  the  public  are  bound  to  pay  tolk 
If  a  turnpike  road  meant  a  road  subject  to  the  Gtenenl 
Turnpike  Act,  I  should  think,  with  the  Yice-ChanceUor, 
that  this  is  not  a  turnpike  road,  because  it  is  not  so  go- 
verned.   It  was  regulated  by  the  General  Turnpike  Act, 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  84 j  but  has  been  exempted  by  the  90th  sec- 
tion of  4  Geo.  4,  c.  95,  which  declares  that  nothing  in  that 
act  ^'  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  road 
or  roads  not  under  the  care  and  management  of  trustees 
or  commissioners.^'     This  road  therefore  falls  within  the 
provisions  of  that  section.     But  still  it  is  a  turnpike  road, 
because  gates  are  lawfully  erected  upon  it,  and  tolls  law- 
fully paid;  and  that  being  so,  the  question  of  rateability 
is  unimportant,  and  decides  nothing  on  the  subject.   The 
Railway  Company  were  bound  to  provide  the  public  with 
greater  protection  than  they  have  done,  and  to  cany  the 
railroad  either  over  or  under  the  road  in  question. 


% 


Alderson,  B. — H  the  different  acts  of  Parliament  are 
properly  looked  at,  this  question  will  be  found  to  be  free 
from  doubt.     The  first  point  is — ^what  is  a  turnpike  road? 
Until  a  turnpike  act  passes,  no  individual  has  a  right  to 
levy   tolls,  because  such  an  act  would  be  an  infringe' 
ment  of  the  royal  prerogative.     A  party  may  accept  ^ 
composition,  but  he  cannot  fix  a  specific  tolL     He  may 
do  so,  indeed,  by  act  of  Parliament,  and,  by  virtue  of  thi^ 
authority,  may  stop  persons  and  oblige  them  to  pay  toD^- 
In  this  way  a  turnpike  road  is  created.   Then  if  we  look  tP 
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the  53rd  section  of  the  Northam  Bridge  and  Road  Act,  Exch,  of  Pleas, 
we  shall  find  it  expressly  enacted,  that  the  road  in  question     v      ^  '   ^ 
shall  be  taken  to  be  a  turnpike  road  within  the  meaning  The  Northam 

Bridge  and 

of  the  statute  13  Geo.  3,  c.  84.    By  this  53rd  section  the      roads  Co. 
road  was  rendered  liable  to  all  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.    t^j.  London 
3,  without  the  necessity  of  having  that  act  expressly  re-    ^^'^  South- 
enacted  in  the  local  act  j  so  that,  at  that  time,  it  was  sub-    Railway  Co. 
ject  to  the  regulations  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  with  certain  alter- 
ations and  amendments.    The  statute  13  Geo.  3,  c.  84,  was 
afterwards  repealed  by  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126 ;  the  eflTect  of 
which  was,  that  the  road  still  remained  a  turnpike  road, 
although  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  13  Geo.  3,  c. 
84.     The  4th  section  of  3  Geo.  4,  c.  126,  enacted,  that  the 
provisions  of  that  act  should  extend  to  all  turnpike  roads. 
IThat  placed  the  road  in  question  under  the  control  of  the 
8  G«o.  4,  c.  126.    Inconveniences,  however,  were  found  to 
result  firom  this  enactment,  since  many  local  roads  of  a 
permanent  kind  were,  by  the  4th  section,  exempted  from 
the  operation  of  the  act.     The  4  Geo.  4,  c.  95,  was  then 
passed,  the  90th  section  of  which  declared,  in  effect,  that 
certain  roads,  notwithstanding  tolls  were  collected  upon 
them,  should  be  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the  Gene- 
ral Turnpike  Acts.     On  the  whole,  I  feel  no  doubt  that 
this  is  a  turnpike  road;  and  as  such,  being  much  frequented, 
the  pubhc  are  entitled  to  the  protection  contemplated  by 
this  Railway  Act. 

RoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  question 

,  is,  whether  this  is  a  turnpike  road,  within  the  meaning  of 

the  72nd  section  of  the  Southampton  Railway  Act.     The 

legislature,  having  given  power  to  the  Railway  Company 

^  make  this  railway  for  their  own  benefit,  by  the  72nd 

"Action  provide  for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  where 

'^^^s  are  intersected  by  it.     There  are  two  provisions  in 

^^  act,  one  giving  greater,  the  other  less,  convenience  to 

"^6  public.  In  the  case  of  turnpike  roads,  where  the  public 

^^^ffic  is  greatest,  they  have  directed^  that  the  railway 
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Exch,  of  PUat, 
1840. 


Thb  Northam 

Bridge  and 

Roads  Co. 

V. 

The  London 
AND  South- 
ampton 
Railway  Co. 


which  traverses  the  road  shall  pass  either  over  it  or  under* 
neath  it.    The  point  then  is^  whether  the  road  in  question, 
so  traversed  by  the  railway,  is  a  turnpike  road  or  not.    A 
turnpike  road  is  one  across  which  individuals  are  at  liberty 
to  erect  gates  and  take  tolls;  and  that  a  road  is  of  that 
description,  is  considered  a  fair  test  of  its  requiring  the  ad- 
ditional security  of  a  railway  being  carried  over  or  under  it. 
I  do  not  consider  it  a  turnpike  road  merely  because  it  is  bo 
designated  by  the  53rd  section  of  the  Northam  Road  Act, 
but  because  there  is  attached  to  it  a  right  to  take  tolb. 
That  act  did  not  make  the  road  in  question  a  turnpike 
road^  but  merely  applied  to  it  a  turnpike  code :  it  was  the 
putting  a  tiu*npike  gate  across  the  road  which  made  it  a 
turnpike  road.    Whether  the  restrictions,  prohibitions,  and 
exemptions,  imposed  by  the  several  turnpike  acts,  are  in 
force  as  regards  this  road,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide.  It 
is  enough  to  say,  that  the  right  to  set  up  gates  makes  it 
strictly  and  literally  a  turnpike  road.    As  such,  it  is  a 
road  of  an  important  character,  to  which  the  providons  of 
the  Railway  Act  ought  to  be  applied.    Our  judgment  will) 
therefore,  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


The  declar- 
ation stated, 
that,  by  inden- 
ture, the  de- 
fendant cove- 


Vyse  v.  Wakefield. 

Covenant  on  an  indenture,  dated  the  8rd  of  March, 
1827,  whereby  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  i£3100, 
bargained,  sold,  and  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  certain  difi- 

nanted  that  he 

would,  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  appear  at  an  office  or  oflkes  for  the  insoranceoffivei 
within  London,  or  the  bills  of  mortality,  and  answer  such  questions  as  might  be  asked  reipect- 
ing  his  age,  &c.,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  insure  his  life,  and  would  not  afterwards  do 
or  permit  to  be  done  any  act  whereby  such  insurance  should  be  avoided  or  prqudiccd.  It 
then  alleged,  that  the  defendant,  in  part  performance  of  his  covenant,  did,  at  the  plaintiff's  rf 
quest,  appear  at  the  office  of  the  Rock  Life  Insurance  Company,  and  did  answer  certaia  ^let- 
tions  asked  of  him ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  insured  the  defendant's  life  with  that  Company,  by» 
policy  containing  a  proviso,  that  if  the  defendant  went  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  the  policy 
should  be  null  and  void :— Breach,  that  the  defendant  went  beyond  the  limiu  of  Europe,  to  wit, 
to  the  province  of  Canada,  in  North  America:— 7/*«,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  dedandoo 
^M  bad,  for  not  averring  that  the  defendant  had  notice  that  the  policy  was  effected. 
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dends,  interest,  and  annual  produce,  from  time  to  time  Bxeh.  qf  PUat^ 
due  and  payable,  or  to  arise  from  and  after  the  decease  of 
one  Eliza  Bobson,  during  the  natural  life  of  the  defendant, 

17. 

if  he  should  surviye  her;  to  have,  hold,  receire,  and  take    Wakefield. 
the  dividends  &c.  thereby  assigned  unto  the  plaintiff,  his 
executors,   &c.,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said 
Eliza  Bobson,  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of  the  de- 
fendant, if  he  should  survive  her;  and  the  defendant  did 
thereby  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &;c.,  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  with  and  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  amongst  other  things,  that  he  the  de- 
fendant should  and  would  at  any  time  or  times  there- 
after, at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,   ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  appear  at  an  office  or  offices  for 
the  insurance  of  lives  within  London^,  or  the  bills  of  mor- 
tality, or  before  the  agent  or  agents  of  any  such  office 
or  offices  in  the  county  where  he  the  defendant  might 
happen  to  be  resident  or  actually  to  be ;  and  then  and 
there  truly  answer  such  questions  as  should  or  might  be 
asked  or  required  touching  or  concerning  his  age  and 
state  of  health,  and  do  all  other  necessary  acts  in  order 
to  enable  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  if  he  or  they  should  think  proper,  to  insure  the 
life  of  him  the  defendant;  and  should  not  afterwards  do, 
or^  as  far  as  with  him  should  he,  permit  to  be  done,  any 
act,  deed,  or  thing  whatsoever,  whereby  any  such  insur- 
ance might  be  avoided  or  prejudiced ;  as  by  the  said  inden- 
ture, reference  being  thereunto  had,  will,  amongst  other 
things,  appear.    And  the  plaintiff  says,  that  he  the  defend- 
ant, in  part  performance  of  his  said  covenant,  did  after- 
wards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  day  of  March,  1827,  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiffs,  appear  at  an  office  for  the  insur- 
ance of  lives  within  London,  that  is  to  say,  the  office  of  a 
certain  company  of  persons,  or  office,  estabUshed  for  the 
purpose,  and  carrying  on  the  trade  or  business  of  and  for 
the  insurance  of  lives,  under  the  name  of,  and  called  and 
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Exch.  of  pieatt  known  by  the  name  of,  the  Rock  Life  Assurance  Company, 

•  ^     and  did  then  and  there  answer  certain  questions  then  asked 

Vyse         and  required  of  him,  touching  and  concerning  his  age 

Wakefield,    and  state  of  health,  and  did  then  do  all  other  necessary 
acts,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  insure  the  Ufe  of 
him   the   defendant  in   and  with  the  said  company  or 
office,  he  the  plaintiff  then  thinking  proper  and  intending 
to  insure  the  life  of  him  the  defendant  in  and  with  the  said 
company  or  office,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of 
the  said  company  or  office;  the  answering  such  questaons 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  other  matters  in  that  behalf  afore- 
said, being  necessary  and  proper,  according  to  the  course 
and  practice  of  the  said  company  or  office,  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  insure  the  life  of  the  defendant  thereupon  and 
therewith,   and  being  reasonable  in  that  behalf,  of  all 
which  the  defendant  then  had  notice.     And  the  plaintiff 
further  says,  that  he  the  plaintiff  did  thereupon,  and  irithin 
a  reasonable  time  then  next  following,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  according  to  the  course  and  pnur- 
tice  of  the  said  company  or  office,  insure  the  life  of  the 
defendant  in  and  with  the  said  company  or  office,  by  a 
certain  policy  or  insurance,  at  and  for  the  premium  of 
81/.  17*.  6(/.,  payable  annually  in  that  behalf,  in  order  to 
and  whereby  the  plaintiff  then  became  and  was  entitled, 
if  such  premiums   should  be  so   paid,  to  be  paid  and 
satisfied  out  of  the    funds    and    property  of   the  said 
company,   according  to  the  provisions  of  the  compan/s 
deed  of  settlement,   within  three  calendar  months  after 
satisfactory   proof   should    have    been    received    at  the 
office  of  the  said  company  of  the  death  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  sum  of  £3000,  and  such  further  sum  or  smns 
as  might,   under  the  regulations  of  the  said  oompanj, 
be  appropriated  as  a  bonus  to  that  policy,  subject  to  and 
under  the  condition  or  proviso,  amongst  others,  that,  incase 
the  defendant  should  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  the 
same  should  be  null  and  void  :  and  the  plaintiff  sap,  that 
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the  said  condition  or  proviso,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  Exeh,  of  pieas, 
indenture^  and  from  thence  hitherto,  was  and  is  usual  and     ^  ^^'    . 
reasonable ;  and  that  although  he  the  plaintiff  has  per-         Vyse 
formed  and  observed  every  thing  in  the  said  indenture  on    Wakefield. 
his  part  to  be  performed  and  observed,  yet  the  defendant 
has  broken  his  covenant  made  with  the  plaintiff  as  afore- 
said, in  this,  to  wit,  that  he  the  defendant,  after  the  mak- 
ing thereof,  and  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy  or  in- 
surance as  aforesaid,  and  after  he  the  plaintiff  had  paid  to 
the  said  Bock  Life  Assurance  Company  divers,  to  wit, 
twelve  annual  premiums  as  aforesaid,  payable  in  respect 
of  the  said  policy  or  insurance  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the 
awm  that,  under  the  regulations  of  the  said  company, 
would  have  been  appropriated  as  a  bonus  to  that  policy, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  the  defendant,  had  amounted  to  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  £2000,  and  had  become  of  great  value 
to  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  the  value  of  £2000,  and  after  the 
said  policy  had  become  and  was  of  great  value  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £3000,  to  wit,  on  the 
first   day  of  June,   1838,    he   the   defendant  went  be- 
yond the  limits  of  Europe,  to  wit,  to  the  province  of  Ca- 
nada, in  North  America,  whereby  and  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  the  said  policy  became  and  was  null  and  void, 
&c.,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  declara- 
tion does  not  contain  any  specific  averment  that  the  defen- 
dant, before  he  went  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  as  in 
the  declaration  alleged,  had  received  or  had  any  notice  from 
the  plaintiff,  or  otherwise  that  the  defendant  had  by  any 
means  been  made  or  become  aware  of  the  fact,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  insured  the  life  of  the  defendant,  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged,  or  that  such  insurance  was  subject 
to  or  under  the  condition  or  proviso  in  the  declaration 
alleged;  whereas  the  defendant  coiQd  not  be  liable  for 
going  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  unless  he  knew  at  the 
time  that  the  policy  had  been  effected,  and  that  it  was  sub- 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  ject  to  the  condition  or  proviso  stated  in  the  declara- 

1840.        .. 
^  tion. 

Vyse 

V, 

Wakefield.       Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Cowling  to  support  the  declaration. — ^The  declaration  is 
sufficient.      It  was  not  necessary  to  allege  any  notice  to 
the  defendant ;  for  the  declaration  states  that  the  defen- 
dant did,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  appear  at  the 
Rock  Life  Assurance  Office,  and  did  answer  certain  ques- 
tions put  to  him ;  and  he  might,  therefore,  have  informed 
himself  of  the  fact  of  the  insurance  having  been  effected, 
and  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  it.     The  general  role 
is,  that  a  party  is  not  bound  to  do  more  than  the  terms 
of  his  contract  oblige  him  to  do ;  and  here  there  is  nothing 
in  this  covenant  requiring  him  to  give  any  notice.    That- 
fore,  unless  the  circumstances  were  such  that  the  defen- 
dant had  not  any  means  of  informing  himself  of  it,  no 
notice  was  necessary.    This  contract  to  insure  is  confined 
to  insurance  offices  within  the  bills  of  mortality;  and  the 
defendant  might  readily  have  informed  himself  by  inquiry 
of  the  fact  of  the  insurance  having  been  effected,  and  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  it.     In  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Condition, 
L.  9,  many  instances  are  given  where  parties  are  not  bound 
to  give  notice,  but  the  other  parties  must  take  notice  at 
their  peril.     It  is  there  said — "  If  a  condition,  covenant, 
or  promise,  be  to  do  an  act  to  a  stranger,  or  upon  per- 
formance of  an  act  by  a  stranger,  there  needs  no  notice; 
for  it  lies  equally  in  the  knowledge  of  the  oblig<»r  and 
obligee,  and  the  obligor  takes  upon  himself  to  do  it;  as 
if  a  condition  be  to  pay  when  A.  marries,  there  needs  no 
notice  when  A.  marries.     So,  if  a  condition,  covenant,  or 
promise,  be  to  do  upon  the  performance  of  any  certain 
and  particular  act  by  the  obligee  himself,  he  ought  to  do 
it  without  notice  by  the  obhgee  that  the  act  is  performed; 


\ 
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for  he  takes  it  upon  him  to  do  it  at  his  peril :  as  if  the  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
condition  be  to  pay  so  much  when  the  obligee  marries^  there  '   ^ 

need  not  be  notice  of  his  marriage/'     Notice  is  not  neces-         Vysb 
sary,  nnless  where  the  party  expressly  contracts  to  give    Wakefield. 
notice,  or  where  it  must  necessarily  be  implied  that  no- 
tice is  to  be  given,  because  the  obligor  cannot  know  or 
ascertain,  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  whether  the  act 
has  been  done  or  not.    In  Rex  v.  Holland  {a),   it  was 
held,  that  where  a  public  officer  is  charged  vrith  a  breach 
of  duty,  which  duty  arises  from  certain  acts  within  the 
limits  of  his  government,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver,  in 
an  indictment  against  him,  that  he  had  notice  of  those 
actsj  as  he  is  presumed  from  his  situation  to  know  them. 
In  answer  to  the  objection  of  want  of  notice.  Wood  says, 
in   the  argument, — ^^  Notice  here   merely  means  know- 
ledge ;  and  when  the  matter  is  as  much  in  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendant,  or  more,  than  of  any  other  person,  the 
law  presumes  that  he  had  knowledge :"  for  which  he  cites 
16  Viner's  Abr.  tit.  Notice,  p.  5,  pi.  10,  where  it  is  said — 
*'  None  is  bound  by  the  law  to  give  notice  to  another  of 
that  which  that  other  person  may  otherwise  inform  him- 
self of :"  and  Lord  KenyoUj  in  giving  judgment,  refers  to 
that  argument,  and  recognises  it  as  shewing  "  the  true 
grounds  upon  which  notice  is  or  is  not  required  to  be 
averred.''     So  here,  the  defendant  might  have  informed 
himself  whether  the  insurance  was  effected  or  not,  and  was 
bound  to  do  so  at  his  peril;  and  the  plaintiff  not  having  un- 
dertaken by  his  contract  to  give  the  defendant  notice  that 
the  assurance  was  effected,  was  not  bound  to  dp  so.    The 
defendant,  by  his  covenant,  undertakes  to  do  nothing  to 
vitiate  an  insurance  effected  with  any  person  within  the  bills 
of  mortality,  without  any  stipulation  whatever  as  to  notice 
of  the  particular  person  with  whom  it  should  be  effected. 
[Parke,  B. — K  the  covenant  had  spoken  of  an  insurance 

(a)  6  T.  R.  607. 
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Exch.  of  Pteoi,  to  be  eflfected  with  A.  B.,  there  would  be  no  necessity  for 
^    ^      ^     notice ;  but  if  it  were  with  any  person  that  the  plaintiff 
Vyse        may  choose^  then  it  must  surely  be  necessary  that  notice 
Wakefield,    should  be  given.    Is  not  notice  equally  necessary,  whentk 
covenant  applies  to  an  insurance  in  any  one  of  the  many 
public  offices  within  the  bills  of  mortality?]     If  five  or 
six  offices  had  been  named,  no  notice  would  be  neces- 
sary.    K  there  are  such  a  number  of  insurance  ofBoes  in 
London  as  would  render  it  unreasonable  to  expect  the  de- 
fendant to  inquire  of  them  all  whether  such  an  iusorance 
had  been  effected,  the  defendant  should  have  shewn  tbat 
by  his  plea;  not  having  done  so,  the  Court  will  not  as- 
sume it  to  be  the  fact.     In  Doe  v.  Whitehead  (a),  wliidi 
was  an  ejectment  by  landlord  against  tenant,  on  an  alleged 
forfeiture  by  breach  of  a  covenant  to  insure  ^'in  some 
office  in  or  near  London,^'  it  was  held  that  the  omission 
to  insure  must  be  proved  by  the  plaintiff.    There  the 
same  objection  would  have  applied,  as  it  would  have  been 
necessary  for  the  landlord  to  make  inquiry  at  every  office 
in  or  near  London.      Lord  Denman,   C.  J.,  says,  "He 
proof  may  be  difficult,  where  the  matter  is  peculiarly 
within  the  defendant's  knowledge ;  but  that  does  not  Twy 
the  rule  of  law ;  and  the  landlord  might  have  had  a  cove- 
nant  inserted  in  the  lease  to  insure  at  a  particular  office, 
or  to  produce  a  policy  when  called  for,  on  pain  of  forfct- 
ure.     If  he  will  make  the  conditions  of  his  lease  snchtf 
render  the  proof  of  a  breach  very  difficult,  the  Court  cannot 
assist  him.''     Here  the   district  is   limited ;  but  if  tic 
number  of  offices  within  it   are   so  inconvenient  as  to 
render  inquiry  difficult,  the  Court  cannot  calculate  the  ba- 
lance of  inconvenience.    Suppose  all  the  insurance  offices 
were  in  one  street,  no  notice  would  surely  in  such  case  be 
necessary.      [Parke,  B. — Have  you  any  authority  for  tbat, 
or  in  any  case  w  here  there  is  any  choice  as  to  where  tbe 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  EU.  571 ;  3  Nev.  &  Per.  557. 
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insurance  shall  be  eflFected  ?]     The  cases  cited  in  Com.  Ejteh.  of  Pleas, 
Dig.,  before  referred  to,  are  applicable  in  principle ;  but     v   ^^^* 
there  is  no  case  where  the  party^s  having  a  choice  as 
to  the  office  in  which  an  insurance  is  to  be  effected,  has 
been  held  to  render  notice  necessary.     In  Viner's  Abr., 
Condition  (A.  d.),  pi.  15,  it  is  said — "  If  A.  sells  to  B. 
certain  weys  of  barley,  or  other  things,  and  B.  assumes 
to  pay  for  every  wey  as  much  as  he  sells  a  wey  for  to  any 
other  man ;  if  he  after  sells  to  others  certain  weys  for  a 
certain  sum,  he  shall  not  have  an  action  on  the  case 
against  B.  upon  his  promise,  till  he  hath  given  him  notice 
for  how  much  he  sold  the  wey  to  others ;  for  B.  is  not 
bound  to  pay  it  till  notice,  because  it  is  uncertain  and  not 
known  to  him ;  and  here  he  assumes  in  general,  and  not 
in  particular,  scilicet,  to  pay  so  much  as  J.  S.  shall  pay 
for  a  wey,  and  so  he  does  not  assume  to  take  notice  at  his 
peril/'  "but,''  it  is  added  in  pi.  16,  "if  he  had  assumed  to 
pay  as  much  for  every  wey  as  he  sold  a  wey  for  to  J.  S., 
if  J.  S.  after  bought  a  wey  for  a  certain  sum,  he  ought 
to  take  notice  thereof  at  his  peril,  without  any  notice 
given,  otherwise  he  hath  broke  his  promise."     K,    in 
the  present  case,  the  number  of  offices  had  been  limited, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  notice  would  not  have  been  neces- 
^,  because  the  Court  cannot  measure  the  inconvenience 
^xmng  from  a  greater  or  less  number ;  and  the  same  argu- 
ment will  apply  where  the  district  is  limited.   The  defend- 
ant might  have  remedied  the  inconvenience,  if  any  incon- 
venience exists,  by  providing  for  it  in  his  contract. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  principle 
^^blished  by  the  cases  is,  that  where  the  act  is  to  be 
^one  by  a  stranger,  no  notice  is  necessary,  because  the 
^  is  as  much  within  the  knowledge  of  the  one  party  as 
^6  other :  but  where  the  act  is  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff 
^'^If,  it  is  otherwise,  and  notice  must  be  given :  Powley. 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  Hagg€r{a).  There  the  Court  expressly  drew  the  distinction 
.    ^^^'  ^     between  the  ease  where  the  act  is  to  be  done  by  a  stranger, 
Vy«e         and  where  it  is  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff  himself.    {Parke^ 
Waebpield.    B. — In  Bradley  v.  Toder  (ft),  and  in  Fletcher  v.  Pynsett  (r), 
where  the  promise  was  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff 
would  marry  such  a  woman,   the  defendant  would  gi?e 
him  £100,  it  was  held  that  notice  of  the  marriage  was 
not  necessary.]  In  Bradley  v.  Toder ^  the  Court  at  first  held 
that  the  declaration  was  not  good,  because  it  was  not 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  the  marriage; 
and  though  the  Court  afterwards  resolved  that  it  was 
good,  the  reason  given  is,  that  it  was  a  necessary  intend- 
ment, that  when,  after  the  marriage,  he  requested  payment 
of  the  money,   notice  of  the  marriage  was  given.    But 
this  is  an  act  which  lies  entirely  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff,  who  effected  the  policy,  and  who  alone  could 
know  the  conditions  annexed  to  it.    All  the  cases  turn 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  defendant  had  the  means 
of  knowledge  or  not ;  and  if  he  had  not,  or  not  eqaallf 
with  the  plaintiff,  then  notice  is  requisite.    [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — Suppose  the  defendant  had  promised  to  pay  iElOOO 
to  any  banker  in  London  that  the  plaintiff  chose  to  open 
an  account  with — must  not  the  plaintiff  give  him  notice 
of  the  bank  in  which  he  has  opened  an  account  ?    Parl^f) 
B. — Suppose  the  covenant  had  been,  that  the  defendant 
would  perform  the  terms  and  conditions  of  any  policy  that 
the  plaintiff  had  entered  into  with  the  Rock  Life  Assur- 
ance Company,  he  must  in  that  case  have  made  inquiiy 
as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the  poUcy  was  effected.]    lu 

V.  Henning  (rf),  it  is  said — *'  If  the  agreement  be, 

.that  he  shall  pay  so  much  as  J.  S.  in  particular  paid, 
in  that  case  quia  constat  de  person^,  and  he  is  indifferently 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  492.  (h)  Id.  228. 

(c)  Id.  102.  {d)  Id.  432. 
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named  betwixt  them^  the  defendant  at  his  peril  shall  in-  Exek,  qf  PUas, 
quire  of  him^  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  give  notice; 
bat  when  the  person  is  altogether  uncertain^  there  the  plain- 
tiff;  to  entitle  himself  to  the  action^  ought  to  give  notice.'^ 
Li  this  case  the  plaintiff  had  the  option  of  selecting  any 
one  of  the  insurance  offices^   and  he  was  not  confined 
with  respect  to  the  time  of  effecting  the  insurance;  and 
he  ought^  therefore,  to  have  given  notice.     [Parke,  B. — 
Suppose  it  had  been  a  promise  to  pay  the  plaintiff  £100 
if  he  should  go  to  Borne  or  Naples  ?]     There  it  would  be 
his  duty  to  give  notice.    When  the  event  depends  upon 
the  performance  of  one  of  two  acts  which  are  in  the  plain- 
tiffs option,  he  is  bound  to  give  notice,  because  it  could 
(xij  be  known  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  had  exercised  his 
option.    [Parke,  B. — In  Haverley  v.  Laighton  (a),  the  plain- 
tiff promised  J.  S.,  that  if  he  borrowed  of  one  Powell  £100, 
he  would  repay  that  sum  to  him  upon  the  same  day  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  that  they  between  them  should 
agree  upon;  and  it  was  there  held  that  notice  was  not 
Becessary.]    That  case  shews  that  where  the  person  or  the 
act  is  certain,  no  notice  is  necessary;  but  when  the  person 
or  the  act  is  uncertain,  and  the  option  is  to  be  exercised  by 
the  plaintiff,  then  it  is  necessary. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
in  this  case  is  entitled  to  our  judgment,  on  two  grounds.  The 
plaintiff  having  reserved  to  himself  the  liberty  of  effecting 
the  insurance  at  any  office  within  the  bills  of  mortality, 
the  number  of  which  is  limited  only  by  the  circumscrip- 
tion of  the  place,  and  having  also  reserved  to  himself  the 
choice  of  time  for  effecting  the  insurance,  it  appears  to 
me  that  he  ought  to  give  the  defendant  notice  of  his 
having  exercised  his  option,  and  of  the  insurance  having 

(a)  1  BuUtr.  12. 
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Etch,  of  Pieoif  been  effected^before  an  action  can  be  maintained.  But  there 
1840.  ^     jg  gjgQ  another  ground,  which  weighs  strongly  with  me  in 
Vyse         coming  to  this  conclusion.     Even  supposing  the  defendant 
Wakefield,    were  bound  to  go  to  all  the  insurance  offices  within  the 
bills  of  mortality,  to  ascertain  whether  such  a  policy  had 
been  effected,  he  would  still  be  obliged  to  do  something 
more;  namely,  to  learn  what  were  the  particular  conditions 
on  which  it  was  effected;  because  the  covenant  here  is,  not 
that  the  defendant  shall  not   do  anything  to  evade  the 
covenants  or  conditions  usually  prescribed  by  insurance 
offices;  but  that  he  shall  not  violate  any  of  the  condi- 
tions, by  which  such  insurance  might  be  avoided  or  pre- 
judiced; i.e.  he  is  bound  to  observe  all  the  stipulationa 
contained  in   any  policy  which  the  plaintiff  may  effect 
Now^   some   conditions  totally  distinct  from  the  condi- 
tions in  general  use,  might  be  annexed  by  a  particular 
insurance  office;  and  in  such  case  it  would  be  most  un- 
fair to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  keep  the  policy  in  his  pocket, 
and  without  notice  of  them,  to  call  on  the  defendant  to  pay 
for  a  violation  of  the  stipulations  contained  in  it.    Sup- 
pose one  of  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  policy  were, 
that  the  party  whose  life  was  insured  should  live  on  a  par- 
ticular diet,  or  at  a  particidar  place,  or  cease  from  some 
particidar  practice  to  which  he  was  addicted,  or  that  he 
should  abandon  some  course  of  exercise  which  might,  if 
persevered  in,  cost  him  his  life,  and  the  forsaking  of  which 
the  insurance  office  might  be  fully  justified  in  making  a 
condition  of  insuring  the  life  at  all,  it  would  be  hard  if  the 
plaintiff  could,  without  giving  the  defendant  notice  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  condition,  make  him  pay  the  amount 
of  the  policy  on  its  violation.     The  rule  to  be  collected 
from  the  cases  seems  to  be  this,  that  where  a  party  stipu- 
lates to  do  a  certain  thing  in  a  certain  specific  event  which 
may  become  known  to  him,  or  with  which  he  can  make 
himself  acquainted,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  notice,  unless 
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he  stipulates  for  it ;  but  when  it  is  to  do  a  thing  which  Exeh.  of  pua$^ 

lies  within  the  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party, 

then  notice  ought  to  be  given  him.     That  is  the  common 

sense  of  the  matter,  and  is  what  is  laid  down  in  all  the 

cases  on  the  subject;  and  if  there  are  any  to  be  foimd 

which  deviate  from  this  principle,  it  is  quite  time  that 

they  should  be  overruled. 

Parks,  B. — ^My  mind  is  not  entirely  free  from  doubt; 
but  I  am  inclined,  on  the  whole,  to  agree  with  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron.     The  defendant  here  is  sued  on  a  covenant, 
by  which  he  stipulates  to  do  two  things ;  namely,  to  appear 
at  an  office  for  the  insurance  of  Hves,  within  London  or 
the  bills  of  mortality,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiflf  to 
effect  an  insurance  on  his  life ;  and,  after  it  is  effected,  to 
perform  the  conditions  which  may  be   contained   in  it. 
And  it  does  not  appear  that  this  is  confined  to  an  insurance 
to  be  effected  at  the  particular  office  at  which  he  should 
appear,  the  words  '^  such  insurance'^  in  this  covenant  mean- 
ing simply  an  insurance  on  his  life.     The  defendant  is 
bound  in  the  first  instance  to  appear  at  an  insurance  of- 
fice ;  and  when  the  insurance  is  effected,  he  is  then  bound, 
as  far  as  in  him  lies,  to  fulfil  the  stipulations  which  have 
been  entered  into  by  the  policy.     The  question  then  is, 
whether  an  action  can  be  maintained  on  this  covenant, 
when  notice  of  the  effecting  such  insurance,   or  of  its 
terms,  is  not  averred  in   the   declaration.     The   general 
rule  is,  that  a  party  is  not  entitled  to  notice,  unless  he 
has  stipulated  for  it;  but  there  are  certain  cases  where, 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  law  requires 
notice  to  be  given,  though  not  expressly  stipulated  for. 
There  are  two  classes  of  cases  on  this  subject,  neither 
of  which,    however,    altogether   resembles    the   present. 
One  of  them  is,  where  a  party   contracts  to  do   some- 
thing, but  the  act  on  which  the  right  to  demand  pay- 
ment is  to   arise  is  perfectly  indefinite;  as  in  the  case 

VOL.  VI.  H    H  M,  w. 
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BteK  of  Pleas,  of  Houle  V.  Hemyng  (a),  where  a  man  promised  to  pay  for 
'  ^     certain  weys  of  barley  as  much  as  he  sold  them  for  to 
Vtse         any  other  man :  there  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  aver  notice, 
Wakefield,    because  the  person  to  whom  the  weys  are  to  be  sold  is 
perfectly  indefinite^  and  altogether  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff^  who  may  sell  them  to  whom  he  pleases ;  and  in 
such  cases^  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  a  notice  before 
he  can  be  called  on  to  pay^  is  implied  by  law  firom  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract.     So,  where  a  party  stipulates  to 
account  before  such  auditors  as  the  obligee  shall  assigDi 
the  obligee  is  bound  to  give  him  notice  when  he  has  as- 
signed them ;  for  that  is  a  fact  which  depends  entirely  cm 
the  option  or  choice  of  the  plaintiff.     On  the  other  handi 
no  notice  is  requisite  when  a  specific  act  is  to  be  done 
by  a  third  party  named,  or  even  by  the  obligee  himself; 
as,   for  example,  where  the  defendant  covenants  to  paj 
money  on  the  marriage  of  the  obligee  with  B.,  or  per- 
haps on  the  marriage  of  B.  alone,  (for  there  are  some 
cases  to  that  effect),  or  to  pay  such  a  sum  to  a  certain 
person,  or  at  such  a  rate  as  A.  shall  pay  to  B.    In  these 
cases,  there  is  a  particular  individual  specified,  and  no 
option  is  to  be  exercised;   and  the  party  who,  without 
stipulating  for  notice,  has  entered  into  the  obligation  to 
do  those  acts,  is  boimd  to  do  them.    But  there  is  an  inter- 
mediate class  of  cases  between  these  two.     Let  us  snppose 
the  defendant  in  this  case  bound  to  perform  such  stipu- 
lations as  shall  be  contained  on  a  policy  to  be  effected  at 
some  office  in  London.     Now,  my  present  impression  is, 
that  where  any  option  at  all  remains  to  be  exercised  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  notice  of  his  having  determined  that 
option  ought  to  be  given ;  and  if  this  had  been  a  covenant 
by  the  defendant  to  perform  the  conditions  to  be  imposed 
by   any  insurance  company  then  existing  in   London,  I 
think  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  notify  to  the 

(fl)  Viner'8>br.  "Condition,"  (A.  d.),  pi.  15  ;  Cro.  Jac.  422. 
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defendant  the  exercise  of  his  option^  as  to  which  he  had  Exeh.  «/  puas, 
selected.  But  this  principle  holds  even  more  strongly  in 
the  present  case ;  for  not  only  do  the  terms  of  the  covenant 
apply  to  all  actually  existing  companies  of  the  sort^  but  to 
all  that  might  at  any  future  time^  subsequent  to  the  date 
of  the  deed^  be  established  within  the  bills  of  mortality. 
Now  that  is  a  condition  which  appears  to  me  so  perfectly 
indefinite^  that  notice  ought  to  be  given  by  the  plaintiff  of 
his  having  determined  his  choice ;  and  I  think^  therefore^ 
that  he  was  at  least  bound  to  give  notice  that  a  policy  of 
msurance  had  been  effected  by  him  at  such  a  particular 
office ;  it  might  then^  perhaps^  be  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  inquire  at  that  office  into  the  nature  and  terms  of  the 
policy  which  had  been  there  effected.  If,  therefore,  the 
tnore  extended  construction  of  this  covenant  is  to  be 
idopted,  and  the  defendant's  contract  understood  to  ex- 
tend to  all  existing  and  future  companies,  no  doubt  at 
ill  can  exist  upon  the  point.  Supposing,  however,  that 
the  covenant  is  to  be  construed  in  a  limited  sense,  as 
restrained  to  any  office  where  the  party  should  have  ap- 
peared to  answer  the  questions  relative  to  his  health,  &c., 
aa  the  words  "  such  insurance''  seem,  and  perhaps  with 
truth,  to  indicate,  even  then  the  option  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  of  such  an  indefinite  nature,  that  the  defendant 
cannot  be  called  on  to  account  for  the  non-observance  of 
it,  unless  notice  be  given  to  him.  Now  here  none  has 
been  given;  there  is,  it  is  true,  notice  of  an  intention  to 
effect  a  policy,  but  none  either  of  its  having  been  made  at 
all,  or  made  with  any  particular  conditions.  Possibly,  if 
it  had  been  notified  generally  to  the  defendant  that  an 
insurance  had  been  effected  at  a  particular  office,  it  would 
become  his  duty  then  to  inquire  into  its  nature  and  the 
conditions  with  which  it  was  coupled;  but  I  think  that 
be  was,  at  least,  entitled  to  notice  of  the  fact  of.  its  exist* 

snce. 

H  H  2 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,      Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion:  and  my 

1840  .  .  IT  ^  J 

'—^    judgment  is  founded  on  the  authority  of  Haule  v.  Hemyngj 

Vysb  as  reported  in  Viner's  Abr.  "  Condition/'  (A.  d.),  pi.  15. 
Wakefield.  In  this  case^  the  defendant  covenants  that  he  will  not 
do  any  act,  deed,  or  thing,  whereby  any  such  insurance 
may  be  avoided  or  prejudiced.  The  insurance  is  to  be 
effected  at  any  time  or  times,  or  at  any  office  or  offices, 
within  certain  limits,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  then  exist- 
ing offices.  The  plaintiff  has  the  selection  from  an  in- 
definite number  j  and  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  person  who 
is  to  select  the  office  must  give  notice  of  his  having  done 
so.  K  the  defendant  had  received  notice  that  an  insor- 
ance  was  effected  in  the  Rock  Life  Insurance  Company,  I 
by  no  means  say  that  he  would  not  be  bound  to  inform 
himself  of  any  conditions  to  which  it  might  be  subject. 

RoLPE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  own  that 
when  the  case  was  first  opened,  my  impression  was  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff;  and  for  this  reason,  that  when  a 
party  enters  into  a  contract,  he  is  bound  to  perform  it, 
whether  reasonable  or  not.  Where  the  law  casts  an  obli- 
gation upon  him,  it  says  that  it  shall  be  reasonable:  but 
that  is  not  so  where  a  party  contracts  to  do  a  particular 
act  j  for  then  it  is  his  own  fault  for  entering  into  such  a 
contract.  In  the  progress  of  the  argument,  my  opinion 
changed;  and  I  think  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  gi^ 
notice.  I  find  it  stated  in  Viner's  Abr.  "Condition/* 
(A.  d.),  pi.  10, — "  If  I  am  bound  to  enfeoff  such  persons 
as  the  obligee  shall  name,  he  ought  to  give  notice  of  those 
he  names,  otherwise  I  am  not  bound  to  enfeoff  them:' 
and  reason  seems  in  favour  of  this  principle  of  law.  The 
question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  contract,  where  ^ 
party  covenants  to  do  something  at  the  option  of  another? 
It  must  mean,  provided  he  have  notice  of  that  option  hat- 
ing been  exercised. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


i 
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Vanderstegen  and  Another  v.  Witham, 

W  .  H.  WATSON  applied  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  where  the 
he  proceedings  in  this  action  should  not  be  stayed,  in  {aSy^who  had 
irder  to  enable  the  defendant  to  apply  for  an  iniunction  »"5,homed  the 

^;  ^  ^  •'  defendant  to 

o  restrain  the  plaintiffs  from  proceeding  in  the  action.    It  receive  her 

appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  defendant  was  the  manded  his 

ittomey  of  a  Mrs.  Vaughan,  and  had  been  authorized  by  brought  an *a"<> 

ler  to  receive  certain  rents  and  money  for  her :  but  that  ^^^"^  '^  recover 

the  money  re- 

he  plaintiffs,  who  were  her  trustees,  had  countermanded  ccived  by  the 

lis   authority,    and   brought  this   action   to  recover  the  der  that  autho- 

noney  which  he  had  so  received.     A  bill  in  equity  had  [i' Vth ^c'^rt 

)een  filed  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiffs,  to  obtain  ^^^  "o  po^e^ 

to  order  the 

he  injunction;  and  the  affidavits  stated,  that  he  was  advised  proceedings  in 
ind  believed  he  had  sufficient  grounds  for  obtaining  it,  but  be^tayed!  in 
;hat,  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  it  could  not  be  obtained  ^"i^^^  '**  ?^^'® 

,  ,  time  to  the  dc- 

antil  the  lapse  of  about  sixteen  days. — Watson  referred  to,  fendant  to  ob- 
Emd  relied  upon,  a  note  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case  of  tion  to  restrain 
Btst  V.  Thorowgood  (a),  which  is  as  follows : — "  A  stay  of  *^®  »*^^®"- 
the  postea  was  afterwards  obtained,  until  answer  put  in  by 
the  plaintiff  to  a  bill  in  eqtdty  filed  against  him  by  the 
defendant.'' 


Pj^RKE,  B. — It  is  impossible  for  us  to  interfere,  and  to 
«top  the  plaintiffs  from  proceeding  in  their  action,  which, 
Qpon  the  facts  stated,  they  are  entitled  to  bring.  If  the  de- 
fendant has  any  equity,  he  must  apply  to  the  proper  Court 
to  i^train  the  plaintiffs  from  proceeding  with  the  suit.  As 
^  the  authority  cited  from  the  case  of  Best  v.  Thorowgood^ 
the  note  is  very  short,  and  it  does  not  appear  upon  what 
>*^tmd  the  rule  was  granted  in  that  case ;  nor  am  I  satis- 
*^  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  there  was  correct,  or 
^^der  it  to  be  a  sufficient  authority  for  us  to  interfere 

(a)  4  Tyrw.  264 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Best  v.  Argki^  2  C.  &  M.  394.     See 
^^owl.P.C.701. 
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E^ch.  of  Pleas,  and  stop  the  plaintiffs'  proceedings,  when  we  do  not  know 
.    ^^^'  ^     what  answer  they  may  give  to  the  bill  which  has  been 
Vanderstb-    filed  against  them,  and  it  may  turn  out  that  the  defendant 
has  no  equity  at  all. 


OEN 

V. 

WiTHAlf. 


Alderson,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  we  ought  not  to 
grant  this  application.  It  is,  in  effect,  calling  upon  this 
Court  to  grant  an  injunction  now,  on  the  chance  that  some 
other  Court  will  grant  one  at  some  future  period.  If  we 
have  power  to  stay  the  proceedings  for  sixteen  days,  there 
is  no  reason  why  we  should  not  stay  them  for  a  longer 
period,  and  grant  a  perpetual  injunction.  If  it  be  thought 
expedient  that  the  Courts  of  law  should  haye  the  power  of 
granting  injunctions,  the  legislature  may,  if  th^  think 
proper,  confer  such  a  power,  but  at  present  they  have 


none. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Assumpsit — 
The  declaration 
stated,  that 
whereas  before 


held  the  house  and  premises  thereinafter  mentioned,  for 
the  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  years  therein;  and  there- 


Granger  v.  Collins. 

Assumpsit.— The    declaration  stated,    that  whereas 

theretofore,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  nuddng 

Md* a^t^the^timc  ^^  ^^^  agreement  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  defendant 

of  malLing 
the  agreement 
thereinafter 

defendant  held  upon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  December, 
Jemurthere.  1^37,  the  defendant  agreed  to  let  to  the  plaintiflF,  who  then 

inafter  men- 
tioned, for  the 

residue  of  a  term  of  years,  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &&,  agreed  to  let  to  thepbin* 
tiff,  who  then  agreed  to  talce  of  the  defendant,  the  said  house  and  premises  at  a  certun  rest; 
and  in  consideration  of  the  premises^  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  quietly 
hold  and  enjoy  the  said  house  and  premises  during  the  said  term,  without  any  eviction  from  the 
parties  entitled  to  the  reversion ;  nevertheless,  he  the  plaintiff  was  evicted  by  the  party  entitled 
to  the  reversion: — HeUy  On  demurrer,  that  the  declaration  was  bad,  inasmuch  as,  the  plaiotif 
having  declared  on  the  simple  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  no  soch  duty  m  that  laid  M  tb* 
defbodaat'f  promise  arose  from  that  relation. 
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agreed  to  take  of  the  defendant,  the  said  house  and  pre-  iS«cA.  4  PUat, 
mises,   situate  and  being  in  Hunter-street,  Brunswick-  ^  '   ^ 

square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  including  the  use  of  QaANOBR 
the  several  fixtures  therein,  for  the  term  of  three  years  Collins. 
firom  the  14th  day  of  August,  1837,  at  the  rent  of  73/.  10«. 
a-year,  payable  quarterly,  [setting  forth  the  days  of  pay- 
ment, &c. ;]  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the  de- 
fendant afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first 
aforesaid,  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  quietly 
hold  and  enjoy  the  said  house  and  premises  during  the 
said  term,  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  said  agreement,  and  without  any  eviction  from 
or  by  the  party  or  parties  entitled  to  the  reversion  of  or  in 
the  said  house  and  premises,  expectant  on  the  reversion 
of  the  defendant's  lease.  And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith, 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  afore- 
said, he  entered  into  and  upon  the  said  house  and  pre* 
mises,  and  became  and  was  possessed  thereof  as  such 
tenant  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  duly  performed  all  things 
in  the  said  agreement  contained  on  his  part  and  behalf  to 
be  performed;  nevertheless  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that 
afterwards,  and  during  the  said  term  of  three  years  in  the 
said  agreement  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  Ly  of  July, 
1839,  he  the  said  plaintiff  was  evicted  from  the  said 
house  and  premises  by  the  party  or  parties  entitled  to  the 
reversion  of  and  in  the  said  house  and  premises  expectant 
on  the  termination  of  the  defendant's  lease,  contrary  to 
the  promise  of  the  said  defendant,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  a  plea,  to  which  the  plaintiff  de- 
murred specially ;  but  as  the  Court,  on  a  former  day,  had 
intimated  a  doubt  whether  the  declaration  could  be  main- 
tainedj  and  the  argument  now  turned  on  that  question 
alone,  the  plea  is  omitted. 

The  defendant's  points  of  objection  to  the  declaration, 
appended  to  the  demurrer  book,  were  as  follows : — That 
the  declaration  states  such  a  promise  by  the  defendant  aa 
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eiek,  of  Pleas,  the  law  will  not  imply,  and  imposes  a  much  moreextensiTe 
*   ^     liability  upon  the  defendant  than  he  is  subject  to  in  point 

Granobr      of  law. 

Collins.  That  the  defendant's  promise,  as  stated  in  the  declara- 

tion, would  render  him  liable  even  for  a  wrongful  eviction 
of  the  plaintiff  by  the  party  or  parties  entitled  to  the 
reversion  expectant  on  the  termination  of  the  defendanf  i 
lease,  or  for  an  eviction  (as  in  the  present  case)  in  conse- 
quence of  the  plaintiff's  own  wrongful  act,  his  breach  of 
the  agreement  under  which  he  held  the  premises  as  the 
defendant's  tenant. 

That  the  promise  stated  in  the  declaration  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  introductory  statement  therein,  nor  is  snch 
a  promise  as  would  be  inferred  or  implied  by  law  from  the 
facts  stated  in  the  declaration. 

Kelly,  in  support  of  the  declaration.  It  may  be  adniit- 
ted  that  the  declaration  would  be  bad,  if  the  promise  were 
laid  as  resulting  from  the  simple  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant;  but  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  not  so  stated.  It 
may  be  that  the  consideration  for  the  promise  is  ambi- 
guously stated,  and  might  be  insufficient  upon  special 
demurrer.  There  is  nothing  here  to  shew  that  the  d^ 
fendant  did  not  enter  into  a  written  agreement,  to  the 
effect  of  the  promise  set  forth  in  the  declaration.  [Pioritf 
B. — K  there  had  been  any  special  agreement  to  that  effect, 
it  ought  to  have  been  stated.] 

Montagu  Smith,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  the  plaintiff  originally  became 
tenant  to  the  defendant,  without  any  agreement  as  to  the 
eviction,  the  law  would  not  afterwards  impose  such  a  lia- 
bility on  the  defendant  as  is  here  stated.  No  such  lia- 
bility arose  from  the  simple  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant,  and  that,  we  think,  is  the  relation  on  which  the 


i 
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Granger 
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laintiff  has  declared.  The  promise  is  laid  more  largely  Exeh.  of  pieas, 
ban  the  law  will  imply  from  such  a  relation.  In  Brown 
.  Crump  {a)y  a  declaration^  that  in  consideration  that  the 
£fendant  had  become  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  a  farm^  he 
ndertook  to  make  a  certain  quantity  of  fallow,  and  to 
pend  £60  worth  of  manure  every  year  thereon,  and  to 
:eep  the  buildings  in  repair,  was  held  bad  on  general 
emurrer,  those  obligations  not  arising  out  of  the  bare 
elation  of  landlord  and  tenant.  The  declaration  is  there- 
yte  bad^  and  there  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


(a)  1  Marsh.  567. 


Tbedwen  v.  Bourne. 

UeBT  for  goods  sold,  and  on  an  account  stated.     Plea,  Where  a  in{ii« 
nunquam  indebitatus.     At  the  trial  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  JJ'fj,  foISecT/the 
the  last  assizes  for  Cornwall,  it  appeared  that  the  action  ^|1^*1,J?  ?® 
was  brought  against  the  defendant  as  a  shareholder  in  the  3ooo  shares  of 
''Trewalfas  Tin  and  Copper  Mining  Company,"  to  recover  2000 shares  only 
the  price  of  coals,  timber,  candles,  &c.,  furnished  in  1838  rubTcrTbe"d  for, 
ttid  1839  to  the  Trewalfas  Mine,  in  Cornwall,  belonging  o*"  ^^ich  the 

'  ^  &     &  defendant  took 

o  the  company.     It  appeared,  from  the  evidence  of  the  100.— Held, 
lerk  of  the  company,  that  it  was  fom^ed  in  the   year  sequentiy^^wru" 
^7,  the  prospectus  stating  that  the  capital  was  to  be  f^^^  ****  *}f" 
S30,000,  in  3000  shares  of  £10  each.     The   defendant,  directors,  re- 
^^0  resided  at  Liverpool,  took  100  shares:  in  all  2000  cair  a  meeting 
*^y  were  disposed  of.    There  were  directors,  a  secretary  oTchangi^ng  a** 

director,  were 
evidence  to  go 
'^  Uie  jury  to  shew  that  he  authorized  the  directors  to  proceed  in  the  management  of  the  con- 
''^^  with  the  smaller  amount  of  capital,  so  as  to  render  him  liable  for  the  price  of  articles  sup- 
^*>^d  for  the  use  of  the  mines,  on  the  order  of  the  directors. 

the  members  of  a  mining  company  have  authority  by  law  (in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  a 
^^1^  Unuted  authority),  to  bind  each  other  by  dealings  on  credit,  for  the  purpose  of  working 
^c  Biioes,  if  that  appear  to  be  necessary  or  usual  in  the  management  of  mines. 


I 
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Exch.  of  Pieatf  and  Other  officers^  and  an  office  in  London  at  whiclithe 
^  ^  ^  business  of  the  company  was  transacted.  The  mines 
TaEDWEN  belonging  to  the  Company  were  worked,  and  mineral 
BouRME.  raised  and  sold,  but  no  profits  were  made  by  the  con- 
cern. The  goods  in  question  were  supplied  on  the  order 
of  the  directors,  and  were  necessary  for  the  ordinary  use  of 
the  mine.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  iiad 
ever  been  at  the  mine,  or  had  attended  any  meetings  of  the 
company;  but  two  letters  signed  by  him  and  sevenl  other 
shareholders,  of  the  dates  of  November,  1837,  andFebroaiy, 
1838,  being  requisitions  to  the  directors  for  a  meeting  to  re- 
move one  of  their  body,  were  put  in.  It  was  objected  for  the 
defendant,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  charge  him  in  this 
action;  that  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  the  directors, 
who  actually  made  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  had  anj 
authority,  express  or  implied,  troia  the  defendant  to  do  so. 
The  learned  Judge  thought  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury,  and  left  the  case  to  them  with  the  direction,  thit 
if  they  were  satisfied  the  defendant  was  a  shareholder,  and 
knew  of  the  concern  being  carried  on  by  the  directors^  and 
the  parties  in  their  employ,  in  the  manner  it  was,  he  was 
liable  in  this  action.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  damages  182/.  4^.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  charge  the 
defendant. 

Crowder  now  moved  accordingly.  -  First,  this  Company 
having  been  originally  constituted  on  the  condition  that  it 
should  be  carried  on  with  a  capital  of  i630,000,  in  3000 
shares,  and  2000  only  having  been  actually  taken,  the  d^ 
fendant  cannot  be  liable  as  a  shareholder,  unless  upon  proof 
that  he  assented  to  its  being  carried  on  with  the  smaller 
amount  of  capital;  Pitchford  v.  Davis  (a) :  and  there  was  no 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  2. 
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.  this  case.    It  is  clear  that  the  mere  circam-  *»*.  ^  PUa»p 

being  a  shareholder  is  not  sufficient  to  render 

l^ice  y.  Lady  Anson  {a),  Dickinson  v.  Valpy  {b), 

^eeth{c).     There  was  no  proof  that  the  de- 

ittended  any  meetings  of  the  company;  nor 

3ds  and  docimients  put  in^  to  shew  that  he 

'  act  as  a  partner.     [Parke,  B. — His  letters 

that  he  knew  the  concern  had  begun^  and 
lissatisfied  with  the  management  of  it.    The 

is^  whether  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
sfendanfs  having  authorized  the  directors  to 
concern  for  his  benefit.]  There  was  no  evi- 
$  an  authority  to  them  could  be  implied,  to 
credit  to  persons  supplying  goods  on  their 

dly^  a  mining  differs  in  this  respect  from  an 
ling  partnership.     It  is  in  the  latter  only  that 

give  each  other  a  general  authority  to  bind 
;ners :  per  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  Vice  v. 
{d);  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  [Parke,  B. — A 
3m  is  a  trading  concern.]  The  business  of  it 
L  quite  differently  from  that  of  an  ordinary 
:  regular  calls  are  made  as  money  is  wanted 
•se  of  the  partnership,  which  are  paid  down ; 
tors  have  only  authority  to  manage  the  con- 
e  funds  so  supplied,  but  not  to  pledge  the 
lividual  shareholders.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  di- 
authority  to  do  all  that  it  is  usual  to  do  in  the 
of  mining  companies.     Alderson,  B. — Dickin^ 

was  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange.]  The 
down  in  the  case  of  Flemyng  v.  Hector  (e),  as 

.  409 ;  1  M.  &  R.  (c)  9  B.  &  C.  632  ;  4  M.  &  R. 

512. 
C.  128;  5  M.  &  R.         (d)    1  M.  &  M.  99  ;    7  B.  & 

C.  411. 
(0  2M.  &W.  172. 
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.Bare*,  of  Pleat,  to  the  Committee  of  a  club,  applies  here.     [Lord  Abingefy 


1840. 


C.  B. — ^A  club  is  not  a  partnership  for  acquiring  profits. 
Tredwen      The  making  of  calls  is  quite  consistent  with  a  dealing  on 
Bourne.      Credit :  the  calls  may  not  be  demanded  until  the  expiration 
of  the  credit.]     If  the  credit  of  the  shareholders  may  be 
pledged  at  all,  why  may  it  not  by  the  drawing  of  a  bill,  as 
well  as  otherwise  ?     [ParkCy  B. — ^It  may,  where  the  draw- 
ing of  bills  is  necessary  or  usual  in  carrying  on  the  con- 
cern.    You  do  not  prove  any  engagement  whereby  it  was 
stipulated  that  the  directors  should  have  only  the  limited 
authority  you  contend  for :  and  the  question  is,  whether 
there  was  not  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  the  defend- 
ant gave  them  a  more  extended  authority,  viz.  to  do  all 
that  directors  of  a  mining  company  usually  do  for  cany- 
ing  on  the  concern.    In  Flemyng^,  Hector,  the  rules  of  the 
club  were  proved,  which  shewed  that  the  authority  of  the 
directors  was  expressly  limited.     If  the  real  nature  of  the 
transaction  here  was,  that  the  directors  were  ovij  to  ma- 
nage a  ready-money  ftmd,  and  you  had  made  that  out^ 
the  case  would  be  dififerent.]     It  is  submitted  that  the 
case  is  so  as  it  stands.     Here  money  was  furnished  in  the 
first  instance  for  carrying  on  the  partnership.    It  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law  for  the  Court,  whether  the  legal  inference  of 
authority,  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  make  out,  has  been 
established. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — With  regard  to  the  first  ground 
of  objection,  if  it  had  been  shewn  that  the  defendant  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  no  more  than  2000  shares  had 
been  subscribed  for,  and  that  the  concern  was  going  on 
upon  that  footing,  that  would  have  been  a  good  ground  of 
defence  to  this  action.  But  the  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant's  letters  did  not  furnish  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  that  he  was  cognizant  of  its  being  carried  on  with  a 
smaller  amount  of  capital  than  was  originally  intended; 
and  I  cannot  say  that  they  did  not.     As  to  the  second 
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ground,  it  is  said  that  a  mining  company,  which,  as  was  Exch,  of  PUas, 
decided  in  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  is  not  necessarily  formed  '  -^ 

with  the  power  to  pledge  the  credit  of  individual  members  Tredwbn 
by  the  drawing  of  bills — is  also  not  formed  with  power  to  Bourne. 
bind  each  other  by  dealing  on  credit :  but  these  are  two  very 
diflFerent  propositions.  Whether  the  directors  have  such  a 
power,  must  depend  on  the  general  nature  of  the  concern ; 
it  is  a  matter  for  the  jury  to  decide  upon,  unless  the  party 
gives  evidence  to  shew  that  their  authority  was  expressly 
limited :  and  if  it  had  been  left  to  the  jury  in  this  case, 
I  think  they  would  not  have  had  much  difficulty  in  saying 
that  it  is  in  the  general  nature  of  mining  concerns  to  deal 
on  credit  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  their  business.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  defendant  has  not  raised  a  sufficient 
foundation  to  support  the  second  objection.  Being  a  share- 
holder, it  was  competent  to  him  to  have  produced  the  deed 
of  settlement  whereby  the  members  were  mutually  boimd, 
if  it  were  material  to  his  defence.  I  should  have  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  judge  for  themselves  whether  such,  companies 
do  not  ordinarily  deal  on  credit ;  if  they  do,  the  share- 
holders are  liable,  unless  by  some  evidence  the  party  shews 
that  in  the  particular  case  he  is  not  liable. 

Parke,  B. — ^No  doubt  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  make 
out  his  case :  the  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  not 
here  proved  a  prima  facie  case ;  if  he  has,  the  jury  had  a 
right  to  consider  it,  no  answer  being  given  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  The  sole  question  was,  whether  there  was 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  the  defendant  gave 
authority  to  the  directors  to  pledge  his  credit  to  the  plain- 
tiflF.  If  the  case  had  stood  merely  on  the  fact  of  his  being 
a  shareholder,  I  should  have  thought  it  was  not  sufficient. 
But  his  letters,  which  were  put  in,  shewed,  first,  that  he 
knew  the  directors  were  acting  in  the  management  of 
the  partnership ;  and,  secondly,  that  he  was  taking  a  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  concern:  and  they  were  evidence  for 
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Sxeh,  of  PkMt,  the  jury  that  he  authorized  the  directors  to  do  what  they 
'  ^  did,  for  his  benefit.  It  is  said  that  he  was  deceiyed  as  to 
Trbdwen  the  amount  of  capital :  but  whether  he  knew  the  amount 
BouRNB.  actually  subscribed  or  not,  there  was  proof  that  he  autho- 
rized the  directors  to  proceed  in  the  management  of  the 
concern.  Either  he  knew  it,  or,  not  knowing  it,  chose  to 
authorize  the  directors  to  proceed.  No  point  was  made  st 
the  trial  that  this  was  such  a  partnership  as  could  not  deal 
on  credit ;  if  it  had,  the  plaintiff  would  probably  have  sup- 
plied evidence  on  that  point ;  and  a  Cornish  juiy  would 
probably  have  said  it  was  the  constant  practice  to  purchase 
materials  for  mines  on  credit :  at  all  eyents,  the  objection 
was  not  taken.  There  was,  therefore,  a  sufficient  primt 
facie  case  for  the  jury.  If  the  defendant  had  shewn,  that 
by  this  particular  contract  the  directors  were  only  to 
deal  with  the  actual  fund  put  into  their  hands,  and  that 
they  had  no  power  to  pledge  the  credit  of  the  shareholders, 
that  would  have  been  a  defence,  because  the  plaintiff  has 
not  trusted  to  any  representation  of  the  defendant,  or 
bargained  personally  with  him.  But  the  sole  question 
being,  whether  there  was  a  prim&  facie  case  for  the  jury,  I 
think  the  two  letters  of  the  defendant,  and  the  fact  of  his 
being  a  shareholder,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  Umited 
agreement  on  his  part,  constituted  such  prim&  facie  case, 
and  therefore  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 

Alderson,  B.  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  goods  sup- 
plied by  the  plaintiff  were  of  daily  use  in  the  mine;  th^ 
were  habitually  furnished,  to  the  amount  of  £820;  the 
accounts  were  regularly  sent  up  to  town  and  audited,  and 
this  was  only  the  balance  of  the  last  invoice  on  the  boob> 
It  is  clear  what  was  the  usual  mode  of  dealing  here,  and  if 
it  had  been  put  to  the  jury,  there  can  be  no  doubt  what 

their  finding  would  have  been. 

Bule  refiiaed. 


\ 
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Exeh.  of  Pkoff 
1840. 

Lamb  v.  Vice  and  Four  Others.  ^*^v      ' 

UeBT  on  bond,  in  the  penal  sum  of  £500.     The  declar-  An  officer  of 
ation  set  out  the  condition  of  the  bond,  whereby,  (after  clTurt^entcred 
reciting  that  the  defendant  John  Vice  was  admitted  by  '»*<>  *  *«>nd» 
the  plaintiff,  knight  marshal  and  one  of  the  judges  of  the  the  knight  ' 
Court  of  the  King's  Palace  of  Westminster,  to  be  one  of  S^^'L^ndU*' 
the  bearers  of  the  virges  of  the  household  of  our  sovereign  5!°"*^  *!?'  ^^* 

°  °      due  perform- 

lord  the  then  King,  and  one  of  the  officers  and  ministers  of  ance  of  the  du* 
the  Court  of  our  sovereign  lord  the  then  King,  and  of  the  fiee ;  and  (in. 
King's  palace  of  Westminster,  during  the  will  and  plea-  hJgh!)u\d^Vke 
sure  of  the  plaintiff),  it  was  stipulated,  that  if  the  defend-  j^fficicnt  bail 

.    ^  ''  .   ^  '  from  all  defend- 

ant, and  his  followers  for  the  time  being,  should  and  would,  ants  arrested, 

firom  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  during  the  the  lawful  or-  ^ 
continuance  of  the  defendant  John  Vice  in  the  said  place  court^  ^Havin 
or  o£5ce,  well,  faithfully,  and  honestly  behave  themselves  **ken  insuffi- 

•     ^t  1  #J»         .        11     ^  .  1.  1       cient  bail  from  a 

m  the  same  place  or  office,  in  all  thmgs  according  to  the  defendant  ar- 
duty  of  the  said  place  or  office ;  and  the  defendant  should  uon^nAaT  *** 
and  would  faithfully  and  honestly  serve  and  execute  all  ^®"'^  ■"  *"'***'' 

•'  "^  ^      was  made  re- 

such  writs,  process,  or  warrants  issued  out  of  the  said  quiring  him  to 

Court,  as  should  be  delivered  unto  him,  to  be  executed  by  of  debt  and 

him  according  to  his  utmost  power,  and  should  and  would  ^^  wWchHie 

make  a  due  return  in  all  cases  where  a  return  thereof  was  disobeyed  :— 

Held,  that  the 

or  is  required  by  law ;  and  should  and  would,  upon  every  knight  marshal 
arrest  by  the  said  John  Vice  to  be  made,  take  sufficient  ^  trustee  for  " 
bail  of  able  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Jj*  jJ^^nV" 
Court,  where  the  party  arrested  should  be  by  law  bailable,  recover,  in  an 

HI  ni  ii^i  ^r>i^   action  on  the 

for  the  appearance  of  the  party  so  arrested  at  the  next  Court  bond,  the  fuU 
of  the  said  palace  of  Westminster  after  such  arrest ;  and  dS>t*and°coste, 
ihould  and  would  duly  return  and  deliver  unto  the  said 
Court  the  said  bail-bond  thereupon  so  taken,  at  the  next 
Court  day  after  such  arrest  made  as  aforesaid:  And  further 
and  also,  if  the  said  John  Vice  should  and  would  &om  time 
to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter  observe,  perform,  and 
obey  all  the  lawful  order  and  orders,  rule  and  rules  of  the 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  said  plaintiff,  or  any  other  judge  or  judges  of  the  said 

Court,  touching  and  concerning  himself,  or  his  duty  and 
behaviour,  in  his  place  as  aforesaid, — then  that  obUgation 
was  to  be  void,  &c.     The  first  breach  stated,  that  there- 
tofore, to  wit,  on  &c.,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Court  of  the  Queen^s  Palace  at  Westminster,  one  Bichard 
Deane  became  and  was  indebted  to  one  Emanuel  Moses  in 
a   sum   exceeding  £20,  upon  and  in  respect  of  certain 
causes  of  action  before  then,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  said  Court,  accrued  to  the  said  Emanuel  Moses  against 
the  said  Richard  Deane,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  46/.  16*.,  upon 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  that  amount,  dated  &c.,  and  drawn 
by  J.  H.  M.  upon  and  accepted  by  the  said  Richard  Deane, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Palace  Court,  payable 
two  months  after  date  to  the  said  J.  H.  M.,  indorsed  to 
the   said  Emanuel  Moses   for  a  valuable   consideration, 
which  bill,  when  presented  for  payment,  was  dishonoured: 
that  the  said  Richard  Deane  being  so  indebted  to  the  said 
Emanuel  Moses,  heretofore  and  after  the  making  by  the 
defendants  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  whilst  the  defendant  John 
Vice  was  such  officer  of  the  said  Palace  Court  as  aforesaid, 
and  before  the  making  and   passing  of  the   stat.  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  a  certain  writ  of  capias  was  duly  issued  out 
of  the  said  Court,  directed  to  the  bearers  of  the  vii^es  rf 
her  Majest}r^s  household,  and  the  officers  and  ministers  of 
her  Majestjr^s  said  Court  of  her  Palace  at  Westminster, 
and  every  of  them,  and  tested  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  knight  marshal  as  aforesaid,  and  marked  for  bail 
for  46/.  16^.  by  affidavit. — The  declaration  then  alleged 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  defendant  John  Vice,  the 
arrest  of  Richard  Deane,  and  the  taking  of  a  bail-bond 
from  him  and  two  sureties;  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  John  Vice  duly  to  take  only  good,  able,  sufficient, 
and  responsible  sureties,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Court,  in  the  said  bond  for  the  appearance  of  the  said 
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Richard  Deane,  and  not  to  release  him  from  custody  and  ^^h,  of  Pleat, 
arrest  until  he  had  taken  such  bond  with  good,  able,  sol- 
vent, and  suflScient  securities :  That  the  said  two  sureties, 
J.  H.  and  T.  R.,  at  the  time  of  their  so  becoming  pledges 
and  sureties,  and  signing  the  said  bond,  were  not,  nor  was 
either  of  them,  nor  have  they,  nor  hath  either  of  them,  at 
any  time  since  been,  good,  able,  sufficient,  solvent,  or  re- 
sponsible sureties,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court, 
for  the  said  R.  Deane,  but  that  they  were  and  each  of  them 
was,  at  the  time  of  their  becoming  such  sureties  as  afore- 
said, wholly  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  insolvent, 
bad,  and  unable  sureties  in  the  premises ;  that  the  said  R. 
Deane  had  not  appeared ;  that  the  said  debt  had  not  been 
paid  or  satisfied ;  and  that  the  body  of  the  said  R.  Deane 
had  not  been  surrendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail,  or 
otherwise.  By  means  of  which  said  premises,  the  said 
Emanuel  Moses  hath  been  and  is  wholly  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  the  said  arrest  of  the  said  R.  Deane,  and  of  the 
means  of  satisfying  the  said  debt,  and  the  costs  and 
charges  by  him  in  and  about  his  said  suit  in  that  behalf 
expended,  and  in  and  about  the  jsaid  arrest  of  him  the 
said  R.  Deane,  &c. 

The  second  breach  stated  the  removal  of  the  before- 
mentioned  cause  into  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  by  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  cum  causa ;  notice  of  special  bail 
thereupon;  notice  of  exception  thereto;  that  they  did  not 
appear  or  justify ;  a  rule  of  the  Palace  Court,  served  on  the 
defendant,  to  bring  in  the  body  of  the  defendant  Deane ; 
that  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf, 
but  wrongfully  contriving  and  intending  to  injure  him  the 
said  then  plaintiff  Emanuel  Moses,  did  not  bring  into 
Court  the  body  of  the  said  R.  Deane,  according  &c. ;  and 
that  upon  an  apphcation  to  the  said  Court,  at  the  suit  and 
at  the  instance  of  the  said  E.  Moses,  it  was  ordered,  in  and 
by  a  certain  rule  and  order  of  the  said  Court  &c.,  that  the 

VOL.    VI.  II  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  defendant  should  forthwith  pay  to  the  said  then  plaintiff 
1840.  jj  Moses^  or  his  attorney,  the  sum  of  40/.  16*.,  the  debt  in 
the  said  last-mentioned  action,  together  with  the  costs  of 
such  action,  to  be  taxed,  and  also  the  costs  of  and  occa- 
sioned by  the  said  appUcation  in  that  behalf  as  aforesaid, 
to  be  likewise  taxed :  that  ttiis  rule  was  personally  ser?ed 
on  the  defendant,  but  that  he  did  not  pay,  and  hath  DOt 
paid,  to  the  said  then  plaintiff  E.  Moses,  or  to  the  now 
plaintiff,  or  to  either  of  them,  the  said  debt,  interest,  and 
taxed  costs,  amounting  to  &c.,  to  wit,  66/.  9*.  4J.,  although 
the  same  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  fee.,  demanded  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  had  full  notice  of  the  premises ;  and  that  the 
defendant  had  not  obeyed  the  lawful  rule  and  order  of  the 
judges  of  the  said  Court,  as  aforesaid,  and  had  therein 
made  default,  contrary  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said 
condition,  &c. 

The  defendants  having  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  de- 
fault, a  writ  of  inquiry  to  assess  damages  was  issued,  and 
came  on  to  be  tried  before  Lord  Abinper,  C.  B.,  at  the 
sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term.  The  order  of  the  Palace 
Court  was  put  in  and  proved,  and  it  was  shewn  to  be  the 
practice  of  that  Court,  whenever  an  order  of  this  kind  was 
disobeyed,  to  allow  the  party  injured  to  bring  an  action  on 
the  bond,  in  the  name  of  the  Marshal.  Under  the  direc- 
tion of  his  Lordship,  the  damages  were  assessed  at66/.9«.4J., 
leave  being  reser\'ed  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  reduce 
the  amount  to  nominal  damages. 

Warren  now  moved  accordingly. — This  case  is  one  fall- 
ing within  the  provisions  of  the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  8, 
which  requires  the  plaintiff  to  assign  or  suggest  breaches 
of  the  condition  of  the  bond :  and  he  is  only  entitled  to 
recover  the  amount  of  actual  damage  sustained  by  him, 
the  judgment  standing  as  a  security  for  future  damage. 
Two  breaches  are  assigned :  1st,  that  the  defendant  Vice 
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has  taken  insufficient  bail  in  the  action  against  Deane^  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
whereby  Moses^  the  plaintiff  in  that  action^  has  lost  the 
benefit  of  the  arrest ;  2nd^  that  he  has  disobeyed  an  order 
of  the  Court  for  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  to  Moses 
or  his  attorney^  and  that  no  payment  has  been  made  to 
Moses,  or  to  the  now  plaintiff.  It  is  evident  that  no  da- 
mage has  arisen  or  can  arise  to  the  now  plaintiff,  in  conse- 
quence of  either  of  these  breaches  of  the  condition :  the 
damages  ought  therefore  to  be  nominal.  The  proper  mode 
of  proceeding,  for  the  benefit  of  Moses,  the  original  plain- 
tiff, was  by  attachment  for  disobedience  of  the  rules  of 
Court.  The  plaintiff  was  under  no  obligation  at  common 
law  or  by  statute  to  take  such  a  bond  as  this,  and  cannot 
be  considered  as  a  trustee  for  Moses.  A  creditor  may  sue 
on  an  administration  bond  given  to  the  ordinary,  Arcfi^ 
bishop  of  Canterbury  v.  House  (a) ;  but  that  is  under  the 
authority  of  the  statute  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  10,  which  re- 
quires a  bond  to  be  given  in  order  to  protect  the  interests 
of  creditors  and  next  of  kin.  So  with  regard  to-  bail 
bonds ;  one  of  the  objects  of  the  stat.  23  Hen.  6,  c.  9,  was 
to  secure  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  &om  being  delayed  in  his  suit :  it  was 
not,  however,  until  the  passing  of  the  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  20, 
which  made  bail  bonds  assignable,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
the  ftiU  benefit  of  the  bond.  [Parke^  B. — ^The  party  had 
an  equity  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  sheriff,  without  any 
assignment.]  This  is  not  a  bond  which  the  original  plain- 
tiff had  any  equity  to  sue  upon,  inasmuch  as  he  had,  at 
common  law,  an  effectual  remedy  by  attachment.  There 
is  no  statute  which  requires  the  obligee  to  take  such  a 
bond  for  the  security  of  third  parties :  and  having  himself 
suffered  no  substantial  injury,  he  is  entitled  to  nominal 
damages  only.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a  sheriff,  who  is 
answerable  for  the  acts  and  defaults  of  his  subordinate 

(a)  Cowp.  140. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  officers,  and  therefore  entitled  to  claim  an  indemnity  from 

them :  the  plaintiff  is  no  ministerial  officer^  but  one  of  the 
judges  of  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  plaintiff  clearly  was  a  trus- 
tee for  Moses ;  he  might  sue  on  the  bond  in  the  plaintiff's 
name,  or  the  plantiff  might  sue  for  the  benefit  of  Moses. 
Nothing  is  more  common  than  for  a  cestui  que  trust  to  sue 
on  a  bond  in  the  name  of  his  trustee.  If  the  defendant 
had  pleaded  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff,  it  would  have 
been  a  good  replication  that  he  was  suing  merely  as 
trustee. 

Parke,  B. — The  object  of  this  bond  is  not  merely  to 
indemnify  the  obligee  from  actual  damage  to  himself:  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  Palace  Court,  the  Knigbt 
Marshal  takes  such  a  bond,  as  a  trustee  for  the  suitors 
who  may  reaUy  be  injured  by  the  breach  of  its  conditions. 
With  respect  to  bail  bonds,  even  before  the  statute  of 
Anne,  there  was  an  equitable  right  in  the  party  to  compel 
the  sheriff  to  allow  him  to  sue  upon  the  bond  in  his,  the 
sheriff's,  name  j  in  such  case  the  sheriff  would  surely  be 
entitled  to  recover,  for  the  benefit  of  the  party,  the  foil 
amount  of  damage  sustained.  The  Tcry  form  of  this  bond 
clearly  indicates  that  the  plaintiff  has  taken  it  as  a  trustee, 
for  the  benefit  of  third  parties. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe^  B.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


\ 
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Exeh.  of  PieaSf 

Brooke  v.  Mitchell.  1^0« 

i  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass.    After  the  issuing  of  the  Where  an  order 

Or  FGii^rGTicfi  re* 

(rrit,  and  before  declaration,  by  a  judge^s  order,  dated  27th  quired  that  the 
May,  1839,  it  was  ordered  that  aU  matters  in  difference  in  ^h^^'^J'^'^;^* 
the  cause  should  be  referred  to  two  arbitrators,  "  so  that  o»^  pubiuh 

his  award  in 

they  should  make  and  publish  their  award  in  writing,  ready  writing,  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  the  parties  in  difference,  or  such  of  them  tothepartie8%r 
fts  should  require  the  same,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  such  of  them  as 

^  '  ^  •'  should  require 

June  then  next ;  and  in  case  the  said  arbitrators  should  the  same,  on  or 

differ  respecting  the  matters  thereby  referred,  then  that  day:— //eW, 

they  should  be  at  liberty,  by  a  memorandum  in  writing  to  ^^^^  i^pubUs'h- 

be  indorsed  thereon,  to  appoint  an  umpire  between  them  ed"  and  "ready 

\  /       ^  ,  tobedelivered," 

in  the  matters  thereby  referred,  so  that  the  said  umpire  within  the 

«       1  ••         1  1        "IT  r   -I*  •  •  »A»  J     M      meanine  of  the 

should  make  and  publish  his  umpirage  m  writing,  ready  to  ^^^^^^  ^hen  it 
be  delivered  to  the  said  parties,  or  such  of  them  as  should  was  executed 

*  '  ,  by  the  arbitra- 

require  the  same,  on  or  before  the  13th  day  of  July  next.''  tor  in  the  prc- 

rhe  arbitrators  differed,  and  appointed  an  umpire,  who,  on  tested  by  wit- 

the  11th  July,  1839,  made  and  executed  his  award,  in  the  "hauVcouid 

)resence  of  and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  to  whom  it  was  not  be  set  aside, 

•^  ,  .  although  the 

iilly  made  known  and  declared  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  plaintiff  died  on 
3n  the  afternoon  of  the  12th,  the  attornies  of  both  parties  day,  and  before 
eceived  a  letter  from  the  umpire,  stating  that  he  was  about  ^^at  *he"award 
o  declare  his  award,  and  desiring  them  to  attend  at  his  was  ready. 
office  at  half-past  five  o'clock  on  that  evening.  They  accord- 
ngly  did  so,  when  he  read  over  to  them  and  declared  his 
iward,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney.      At 
«n  o'clock,  A.  M.,  on  the  same  day,  the  plaintiff  died. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Hoggins  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
zsMse  why  the  award  shotQd  not  be  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  made  and  published  in  the  lifetime 
:>f  the  plaintiff. 

TF.  H,  Watson  and  Fortescue  shewed  cause. — This  award 
was  "  made  and  published,"  within  the  meaning  of  those 
words  in  the  submi^ion,  when  it  was  signed  by  the  um- 
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EjtcA.  of  PUat,  pire,  and  the  execution  of  it  attested,  and  it  thereby  be- 

1840 

^     came  his  complete  act.      The  term   '^  publish''  does  not 

Brooke       import  the  giving  of  notice  to  the  parties ;  the  submission 
Mitchell,     is  satisfied  by  the  instrument's  being  complete^  and  ready 
for  delivery  if  required.      It  is  analogous  to  the  case  of  a 
will  made  under  a  power  requiring  it  to  be  signed  and 
jmblished  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  witnesses^  in 
which  case  a  delivery  of  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the  wit- 
nesses is  equivalent  to  a  publication  of  it :  Curteis  v.  Ken- 
rick  {a) :  that  being,  as  Parke,  B.,  there  says,  "  something 
whereby  the  party  acknowledges  that  the  instrument  is 
a  complete  act,  containing  his  final  mind ;  that  it  is  no 
longer  ambulatory."     But  further,  it  may  be  donbted 
whether  notice  is  necessary  at  all  in  the  case  of  an  award. 
In  declaring  upon  an  award,  it  is  unnecessary  to  aver  tiiat 
the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  award,  unless  the  submis- 
sion provides  that  notice  shall  be  given :  2  Saund.  62  a, 
n.  (4);   Jux(m  v.  nomMU{b).    In  Child  v.  Harden  [e\ 
it  is  said,  "  If  a  man  be  bound  to  perform  the  erder  of 
J.  S.,  no  notice  is  to  be  given  of  this,  unless  there  be  a 
special  provision  for  notice  to  be  given,  but  he,  at  his  peril, 
being  bound  to  take  notice  of  this,  because  he  hath  und^ 
taken  upon  himself  to  perform  it ;  and  where  such  an  un- 
dertaker is  to  do  and  perform  a  thing,  he  is  to  do  and 
perform  the  same  according  to  his  undertaking,  without 
any  notice  to  him  given  thereof."     \Parke,  B. — ^The  ques- 
tion turns  entirely  on  the  meaning  to  be  given  to  the  word 
'^  publish."     It  is  only  when  the  act  to  be  done  is  within 
the  knowledge  of  one  party  only,  that  it  is  necessary  to 
give  notice  (rf).]   The  only  argument  that  can  be  raised  on 
the  other  side  is  derived  from  the  words  of  the  stat.  9  4 
10  Will.  3,  c.  15,  8. 2,  which  limits  the  time  for  applying  to 
set  aside  an  award  to  the  last  day  of  the  next  term  after  its 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  461.  {d)  See  Vyte  v,  WakefieU,  ^ 

{h)  Cro.  Car.  132.  te,  442. 

'    («)  2  Bulstr.  143. 
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being ''  made  and  published  to  the  parties''  [Alderson,  B. —  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
That  is  quite  reasonable ;  because  otherwise  the  time  might  '   ^ 

elapse  within  which  the  award  is  to  be  set  aside^  without  Brookb 
its  ever  having  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party.]  The  Mitchell. 
cases  decided  with  reference  to  that  clause  of  the  statute — 
Musselbrook  v.  Dunkin  (a),  M^ Arthur  v.  Campbell (b) — de- 
pend entirely  on  those  words :  but  here  all  that  is  required 
is,  that  the  authority  of  the  arbitrator  should  be  finally 
exercised,  and  the  award  is  perfect  and  complete  upon  its 
execution.  The  other  side  must  contend  that  there  is  no 
award  at  all  until  notice. 


HogginSj  contra. — ^No  award  was  '^  made  and  published, 
ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  parties,^'  until  the  time  when 
the  parties,  in  pursuance  of  the  letter  of  the  umpire,  at- 
tended to  receive  it  from  him.  Musselbrook  v.  Dunkin 
decides  that  an  award  is  "  published  to  the  parties,^^  only 
when  they  have  notice  that  it  is  ready  for  delivery  on  pay- 
ment of  the  arbitrator's  charges :  and  M^ Arthur  v.  Camp- 
bell  only  establishes  that  the  same  rule  is  applicable, 
although  the  charges  be  unreasonable.  Now  the  terms  of 
this  submission  amount  to  the  same  thing ;  because  not 
only  must  there  be  a  publication  of  the  award,  but  it  must 
be  ready  to  be  delivered.  The  umpire  first  exercises  his 
own  mind,  and  makes  the  award;  and  even  supposing  he 
communicated  it  to  the  witnesses,  that  does  not  satisfy  the 
submission :  he  might  still  keep  it,  and  refuse  to  deliver 
it  to  the  parties.  [Parke,  B. — It  was  ready  to  be  delivered 
to  the  parties  if  they  had  required  it.  After  execution  in 
the  presence  of  two  attesting  witnesses,  it  was  a  complete 
act  so  far  as  the  umpire  was  concerned  :  he  could  not  have 
altered  it.]      There  is  no  case  which  says  that  an  arbitra- 


(a)  9  BiDg.  605  ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  (b)  5  B.  &  Adol.  518 ;  2  Nev.  & 

740.  M.  444. 
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Etch,  of  Pleas,  toT,  before  notice,  cannot  cancel  the  award,  and  make  an- 
•  ^     other.  Blondell  v.  Brettargh  [a)  is  an  authority  in  £aTour  of 
Brooke       the  defendant.    Here  the  award  is  not  to  be  rcc«rerfby  the 
Mitchell,     party  until  the  time  mentioned  in  the  umpire's  letter.  [AU 
dersoUyB. — He  only  mentions  a  convenient  time  for  them  to 
come ;  would  he  not  have  delivered  it  if  the  party  entitled 
to  it  had  applied  sooner  ?]    In  Wilson  v.  WUson  {b),  where, 
in  debt  on  bond  conditioned  for  the  performance  of  an 
award,  to  be  made  in  writing  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the 
parties  in  difference,  or  such  of  them  as  should  require  the 
same,  on  or  before  such  a  day,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that 
the  arbitrators  did  make  their  award  on  the  day  limited  in 
the  condition,  and  that  he  on  that  day  required  them  to 
deliver  the  award  to  him,  but  they  neglected  and  refused 
so  to  do ;  and  issue  being  joined  thereon,  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  arbitrators  had  made  their  award  on  the 
day,  but,  because  it  was  not  stamped,  refused  to  deliver 
it  to  the  defendant  at  his  request ;  the  jury,  under  the 
direction  of  Eyrey  C.  J.,  found  that  the  arbitrators  had 
not  complied  with  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  which  was  acquiesced  in  by  the 
plaintiff.     The  words   of  the  submission  in  the  present 
case  bring  it  within  the  principle  established  by  Mu$Hlr 
brook  V.  Dunkin. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  award  was  suffi- 
ciently published,  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  valid,  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  plaintiff.  For  that  purpose  it  is  only 
necessary  that  the  act  should  be  complete,  so  far  as  the 
arbitrator  is  concerned ;  that  he  should  have  done  some 
act  whereby  he  becomes  functus  officio,  and  has  declared 
his  final  mind.  That  is  the  rule  to  be  collected  from  the 
cases  of  Brown  v.  Vawser  (c),  and  Henfree  v.  Bromley  (i)f 

(a)  7  Ves.  232.  {b)  2  Saund.  327  c,  n,  (3). 

(c)  4  East,  584.  (d)  6  East,  309. 


\ 
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and  that  is  tlie  meaning  of  the  term  ''  publication/'    Here  J2«c».  0/  PUm 
the  instrument  was   complete    as    an  award,    and    the  '   ^ 

umpire  could  make  no  alteration  in  it,  after  the  exe-  Broom 
cution  of  it;  he  was  then  ftinctus  officio,  having  de-  Mitchelim 
clared  his  final  mind.  As  to  the  time  of  moving  to 
set  an  award  aside,  it  is  quite  reasonable  that  the  party 
should  have  two  terms  from  the  time  of  notice;  and 
I  quite  agree  with  the  cases  which  have  so  laid  it 
down,  by  analogy  to  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  Will.  3, 
"  published  to  the  parties  :"  but  that  does  not  aflfect  the 
question  whether  the  award  is  a  complete  instrument. 
BlondeU  v.  Brettargh  was  quite  a  different  case  from  the 
present,  and  is  no  authority  either  way;  for  there,  in 
£ELCt,  no  award  had  been  made  before  the  death  of  the 
party;  all  that  the  arbitrators  had  done  was  to  agree 
upon  the  minutes  of  an  intended  award.  Musselbrook 
v.  Dunkm  was  the  case  of  an  application  to  the  Court  to  set 
aside  the  award,  and  the  only  question  there  being  whe- 
ther the  motion  was  in  time,  the  Court  say  that  at  all  events 
an  award  is  to  be  considered  as  published,  when  the 
parties  have  notice  that  it  is  ready  for  delivery  on  pay- 
ment of  the  reasonable  charges.  But  that  case  is  im- 
properly applied,  when  it  is  said  to  lay  down  the  princi- 
ple that  the  award  is  not  complete  until  it  is  so  published. 
In  M' Arthur  v.  Campbell,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
thought  that  the  instrument  was  published,  for  the  same 
purpose,  when  the  arbitrator  gave  notice  that  it  might 
be  had  on  payment  of  his  charges,  whether  reasonable  or 
not.  T  think  that  was  a  correct  determination ;  but  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  also  quite  right  in  saying, 
that,  at  all  events,  the  time  had  elapsed  in  the  former  case. 

Aldebson,  B. — ^The  only  difference  between  the  cases  of 
Musselbrook  v.  Dunkin  and  M^ Arthur  v.  Campbell,  is,  that 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  thought  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient notice,  until  there  was  such  notice,  that  upon  pay- 
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Sxeh.  of  Pleat,  ment  of  the  reasonable  charges^  tlie  party  had  then  knov^ 
^   ^      .    ledge  of  the  award:  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held, 
Brooke       that  even  an  exorbitant  fee  must  be  first  paid^  and  the 
Mitchell,     parties  must  trust  to  the  Court  to  deal  with  the  arbitra- 
tor.    The  latter  is  perhaps  the  more  correct  rule^  because 
it  leads  to  less  dispute  afterwards^  whereas  the  former 
would  make  the  time  for  moving  to  set  aside  the  award 
depend  upon  the  variable  time  when  the  Master  might 
make  his  report  as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  chai^. 
But  all  that  is  laid  down  in  Musaettrook  v.  Dunkm  is^  that 
that  motion  was  too  late  when  two  terms  had  elapsed 
after  the  Master^s  report.     I  apprehend  that  the  mean- 
ing of  the  publication,  in  the  rule  which  regulates  the 
time  for  an  appUcation  to  set  aside  an  awards  is  not  the 
pubUcation  of  the  award  itself,  but,  by  analogy  to  the 
statute,  publication  to  the  parties,  i.  e.  when  they  have 
notice  of  its  contents,  and  are  therefore  in  a  situation  to 
move  to  set  it  aside.    But  on  the  terms  of  this  submissioiii 
the  award  is  made  and  published,  when  the  arbitrator,  by 
some  act,  has  expressed  his  final  determination  on  the  mat- 
ters referred  to  him. 

GuRNEY,  B. — ^After  the  execution  of  the  award,  and  its 
having  been  read  over  to  the  witnesses,  there  was  as  com- 
plete a  publication  of  it  as  could  be ;  the  umpire  could 
not  afterwards  revoke  or  alter  it ;  and  it  was  then  readj 

to  be  delivered. 

Bule  discharged  with  costs. 


Knill  t;.  Stockdale. 

The  Court  set  X  HIS  was  an  action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a 
"il';  demur°"  bUl  of  exchange.    The  declaration  stated  that  S.  J.  and 

rer  to  a  count  ^  - 

on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  on  the  ground  that  (after  stating  that  J.  »^ 
made  the  bill)  it  stated  it  to  be  payable  to  the  drawer*'  order,  not  then  naming  them:  andw*! 
refused  to  let  in  the  defendant  to  plead  a  plea  which,  as  he  alleged,  shewed  that  the  bill  v** 
without  consideration. 
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J.  C,  on  the  24tli  of  September,  1839,  made  their  bill  of  Exeh.  of  pieas, 
exchange  in  writing,  directed  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby     ^^^      ^ 
required  the  defendant   to  pay  to    the  drawers^   order        Knill 
101/.  Zs,  6d,,  for  value  received.     It  then  alleged,  in  the     stockoals. 
usual  terms,   the  acceptance  by  the  defendant,   the  in- 
dorsement by  the  drawers  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  non- 
payment. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  count,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  was  required  to  pay  to  the 
drawers'  order,  yet  the  count  did  not  state  the  drawers^ 
names ;  and  that  in  this  respect  it  was  in  an  unusual  form, 
and  not  conformable  to  the  precedents. 

A  rule  having  been  obtained  to  set  aside  the  demurrer 
as  frivolous, 

Gumey  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit  of  the 
defendant,  stating,  that  the  goods  for  which  the  bill  was 
given  were  bought  by  the  defendant  of  S.  J.  and  J.  C,  as 
brokers  and  agents  of  H.  &  Co.,  and  that  he  the  defend-' 
ant  was  not  to  be  called  upon  for  payment  of  the  price 
of  the  goods,  until  after  account  sales  had  been  furnished 
by  H.  &  Co.  of  the  sale  of  the  goods ;  and  on  the  defendant 
accepting  the  bill  at  the  request  of  S.  J.  and  J.  C,  the  bill  was 
to  be  renewed  from  time  to  time  until  the  goods  were  sold 
and  account  sales  rendered ;  that  the  bill  was  indorsed  to 
the  plaintiff  without  consideration  or  value;  and  that  the 
goods  had  not,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  been  sold, 
nor  had  account  sales  been  rendered.- — Gumey  contended, 
first,  that  the  declaration  was  in  form  contrary  to  the  pre- 
cedents,  and  the  demurrer  could  not  be  said  to  be  frivolous. 
[Parkey  B. — ^The  declaration  is  quite  certain  enough;  it 
states  that  J.  &  C.  made,  that  is,  drew,  the  bill,  and  that  it 
was  made  payable  to  the  drawers',  that  is,  their  own,  order. 
The  rule  must  be  absolute,]  He  then  applied  to  be  let  in 
to  plead  de  novo,  upon  the  grounds  stated  in  the  affidavit, 
whiph  shewed  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  bill. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  [^Parke,  B. — ^The  affidavit  states  a  parol  agreement  for 
'  ^     altering  the  term  of  the  bill  as  it  appears  on  the  face  of  it: 
Knill        it  has  been  expressly  decided  that  such  an  agreement  can- 
Stockdale.     not  be  given  in  evidence  to  vary  the  contract  expressed  in 
the  bill :  Moseley  v.  Hanford{a).    At  all  events,  you  ought 
to  have  taken  your  stand  before,  and  pleaded  to  the  decla- 
ration.] 

Pee  Curiam, 

Bule  absolute. 


(a)  10  B.  &  C.  729. 


Ebdy  v.  Martin. 

A  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  IN  this  case  the  defendant  had  been  arrested  upon  a  writ 

passing  of  the  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  tested  in  November,  1839, 

lio,U/before  (^^^  *®  passing  of  the  Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  but  before 

the  promuiga-  the  issuing  of  the  new  forms  of  writs   framed  by  the 

tions  by  the  i      ■•         a  t        l 

Judges  of  the  Judges  under  that  statute),  which,  after  commanding  the 

of'H*T.,3Vict.,  sheriff,  in  the  usual  form,  to  take  the  defendant,  &c.,  to 

shlTriff  tlf  take*"*  satisfy  the  plaintiff  the  debt  and  costs,  proceeded  thns- 

the  defendant  to  "  together  with  interest  upon  the  said  two  several  sums  of 

satisfy  the  debt  /.  io  j  t*  t     noii. 

and  costs,  toge-  moucy,  at  the  rate  of  i&4  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  2otii 
«fatThe^iuTf  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1839,  on  whiA 
£4  per  cent.,      ^^v  the  judffment  aforesaid  was  entered  up,  and  have  M 

and  to  have  that        ^  J       o  r> 

money,  with  money ,  with  such  interest  as  aforesaid,  before  us  at  West- 
before  the    '      miustcr,  immediately  after  the  execution  hereof,  to  be  ren- 

t^  dUu^h'  *"*^  d^^^d  ^^  *^®  s^d  J-  ^^dy>  ^^^  ^s  damages  and  interest  as 
things  as  by  the  aforesaid,  aud  that  you  do  all  such  things  as,  by  the  sta- 

•tatute  ofl&2  i.,  ,  «  .  lV 

Vict,  he  was  au-  tute  passcd  m  the  second  year  of  our  reign,  you  are  autno- 
quired  to* do  in"  ^izcd  and  required  to  do  in  this  behalf.'' 

that  behalf: — 

Heldt  that  the 

party  might  alter  the  writ,  conformably  to  the  additional  remedies  given  by  the  statute,  sltlK)ugn 

no  new  form  had  yet  been  promulgated  by  the  Judges :  and  that  the  abore  form  of  writ  wai  gooi 


\ 
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W.  H.  Watson  moved  to  set  aside  the  writ,  and  discliarge  Exeh.  of  puas, 


the  defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  of  irregularity. 
This  writ  neither  follows  the  old  precedents,  nor  the  new 
form  promulgated  by  the  Judges,  which,  however,  did  not 
come  into  operation  until  the  first  day  of  the  present 
term.  [Parke,  B.— The  17th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict. 
c.  110,  enacts,  that  every  judgment  debt  shall  carry  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the  time 
of  entering  up  judgment :  and  as  the  statute  gives  the 
additional  right  to  interest,  what  objection  can  there  be  to 
the  writ  being  altered  accordingly  ?  The  Judges  are  em- 
powered  by  the  statute  to  frame  new  forms  of  writs,  and 
when  they  are  promulgated  they  must  be  followed:  but  in 
the  meantime,  why  should  not  the  plaintiff  have  the  bene- 
fit of  the  statute,  making  the  necessary  alteration  in  the 
writ  ?  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  to  compel  the  use 
of  the  old  form,  until  the  new  writs  are  framed :  the  20th 
section  enacts,  "  that  such  new  or  altered  writs  shall  be 
saed  out  of  the  Courts  of  law,  &c.,  as  may  by  such  Courts 
be  deemed  necessary  or  expedient  for  giving  effect  to  the 
provision  of  the  act,  and  in  such  forms  as  the  Judges  of 
Bueli  Courts  respectively  shall  from  time  to  time  think  fit 
to  order.''  But  for  that  provision,  parties  would  not  be 
bound  by  the  forms  issued  by  the  Judges,  but  might 
adapt  the  writ  to  the  present  state  of  the  law.]  The  sta- 
tute undoubtedly  enacts,  that  every  judgment  debt  shall 
carry  interest,  yet  the  sheriff  cannot  levy  it  under  a  writ 
of  ca.  sa.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  form  of  the  writ  is  in 
accordance  with  the  present  practice.]  Under  a  writ  of 
ca.  sa.  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  not  to  take  the  money; 
it  is  an  escape  if  he  does.  [Parke,  B. — The  effect  of  the 
writ  is  to  keep  the  defendant  in  custody  until  he  pays  the 
debt  and  the  interest  also.]  This  writ  also  requires  the 
sheriff  to  do  all  such  thiags  as  by  the  statute  he  is  required 
the  new  form  contains  no  such  words  as  those. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,      Pabke^  B. — I  am  of  Opinion  that  no  role  ought  to  be 

granted.  The  legislature  having  given  a  more  extensire 
remedy  on  executions^  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  alter 
his  writ  accordingly^  although  the  Judges  had  mot  pro- 
mulgated any  new  form  of  writ  for  that  purpose.    Indeed, 

1  am  disposed  to  think  that  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term, 

2  Vict.^  was  itself  sufficient  to  authorize  him  to  make  the 
necessary  alteration. 

Alderson^  B.^  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


MoRTiMORE  V.  Wright. 

The  moral  obii-  UeBT  for  board  and  lodging  famished  to  the  infimt  son 
Stherirunder  of  the  defendant^  and  for  nursings  attendance^  andneces- 
wTchUd^m!  saries  supplied  ^to  him  during  sickness,  with  comits  for 
poMs  on  him  no  money  paid  and  on  an  accoimt  stated.     Plea,  nunquam  in- 

Hability  to  pay  .-ii/.         -n  */••*>  i      -*r«jjn 

the  debts  incur-  dcDitatus.  At  the  trial  before  Rolf€f  B.,  at  the  Middlesex 
Tnd *hVuno"^'  Sittings  in  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants 
liable,  unless  he  gQ^  ^jjo  was  between  nineteen  and  twenty  years  of  age, 

has  given  the  •^  "^ 

child  authority   lodged  with  the  plaintiff  from  May,  1837,  to  September, 

to  incur  them,     _  _  _^       __  _  i-ia-ii..- 

or  has  contract-  1839,  whcu  he  Came  of  age.  For  the  last  six  or  seven 
^^xL^defenT'  nionths  of  that  time  he  was  too  ill  to  follow  his  usual  occu- 
ant's  «on.  an      pation,  and  was  supplied  with  necessaries  and  attendance 

infant  of  20         r  >  rr 

years  of  age,  by  the  plaintiff,  without  making  any  payment  for  them, 
lorae^time  with  He  had  previously  earned  £1  a  week,  and  had  from  time 

duriSg  a  pSt  of  ^^  ^^^^  P^^  ^^'^  ^^^^^  *^  *^^  plaintiff.  No  proof  was  given 
which  he  had     of  any  Orders  from,  or  request  by,  the  defendant  to  the 

earned  wages, 
and  paid  for  his 

board,  &c.  He  afterwards  fell  ill,  and  was  unable  to  pay  for  the  necessaries  with  which  tbr 
plaintiff  continued  to  supply  him.  The  plaintiff  applied  to  his  father  for  money,  who  ^^^^ 
answer,  that  he  could  not  advance  any  at  that  time,  but  his  son  would  come  into  possession  w 
money  in  the  following  month,  when  he  would  be  21,  and  would  then  be  able  to  paj^^ 
he  owed  the  plaintiff  himself: — Heid,  that  this  letter  was  no  admission  of  a  liability  in  tbe 
father. 


■.Jl 
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plaintiff  to  supply  liis  son  with  anything :  but  the  follow-  Exch.  of  PUas, 
ing  letter  from  him  to  the  plaintiff  was  relied  on  as  an  ad-  *  ^ 

mission  of  his  liability : —  Mortimorb 

"  Yoxford,  August  9,  1839. 
''Mrs.  Mortimore, — I  am  sorry  to  hear  Joseph  is  in 
such  a  bad  state  of  health.  You  have  wrote  to  me  for 
money,  but  I  cannot  advance  any  at  this  time,  being  so 
near  harvest  that  the  farmers  want  all  they  have  to  pay 
their  men ;  but  Joseph  will  come  in  possession  of  upwards 
of  £80  on  September  the  6th,  1839,  being  21  years  old 
that  day,  and  then  he  can  pay  you  what  he  owes  you 
himself. — ^Yours  respectfully, 

''William  Wright.^' 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  any  contract  by  which  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  pay  the  debts  in  question,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  The  learned 
Judge  inclined  to  that  opinion,  but  on  the  authority  of 
Blackburn  v.  Mackey  (a),  which  was  cited  for  the  plaintiff, 
he  declined  to  nonsuit.  The  plaintiff^s  letter,  to  which 
the  above  was  an  answer,  was  then  put  in  as  a  part  of  the 
defendant's  case : — 

"  Great  Ormond  Yard,  August  6th,  1836. 
"  Sir — I  am  extremely  sorry  to  be  obliged  to  trouble 
you  in  this  maimer;  but  ever  since  the  first  night  your 
son  Joseph  came  to  London,  I  have  had  him  lodging  in 
my  house :  I  have  acted  to  him  in  every  respect  the  same 
as  a  mother,  and  for  the  last  six  months  he  has  not  been 
able  to  pay  me  one  penny,  and  during  his  illness  I 
boarded  and  attended  to  him;  that  he  now  owes  me 
10/.  13^.  9d,y  and  part  of  it  lent  money:  and  I  am  so 
much  distressed  by  losing  so  much  by  others,  that  has 

(d)  1  C.&P.l. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  compelled  me  to  write  to  you,  which  Joseph's  cousin  cto 

^   lo^Q'  ^    vouch  for,  as  he  is  well  acquainted  with  the  parties.    Sir, 

MoRTiMORE    if  you  will  be  so  kind  as  to  advance  me  the  money>  or  a 

Wright.      part  of  it,  you  will  certainly  do  an  act  of  charity,  for  lam 

in  the  greatest  want  of  it.     If  you  can  persuade  your  son 

to  come  home,  I  think  he  might  soon  be  better,  otherwise 

I  think  he  will  soon  go  into  a  decline,  for  he  looks  veiy  ill 

Sir,  if  you  will  please  to  send  me  an  answer  as  soon  as 

possible,  you  will  much  oblige  your  humble  servant, 

"Elizabeth  Mortimobe/' 

The  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury,  that  before  they 
could  find  for  the  plaintiff,  they  must  be  satisfied  that 
the  defendant,  by  his  letter,  meant  to  admit  an  original 
liability  on  his  part  to  pay  his  son's  debts.  The  Jmy, 
however,  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  13/.  69.,  the 
learned  Judge  reserving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit.  In  Hilary  Term,  Knowles  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly,  or  for  a  new  trial,  against  which 

Lee  and  Horry  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  letter  of  the 
defendant  was  sufficient  evidence  of  liability  to  go  to  the 
jury,  and  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  refusing  to  non- 
suit. The  case  of  Blackburn  v.  Mdckey,  which  was  cited  at 
the  trial,  is  directly  in  point.  There,  a  letter  written  by 
the  father  of  a  young  man  under  twenty-one,  who  had 
been  supplied  with  clothes  by  a  tailor,  certainly  not  con- 
taining terms  any  stronger  in  acknowledgment  of  a  liability 
than  this,  was  held  by  Lord  Tenterden  to  be  evidence  for 
the  jury,  to  say  whether  it  admitted  an  original  liability. 
The  fair  inference  from  the  defendant's  letter  was,  that  if 
he  had  been  in  funds,  he  would  have  paid  the  plaintiff. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  the  case  cited,  there  was  an 
express  promise  to  pay  the  first  bill,  if  sent.]  Although 
it  was  clear  no  contract  existed  on  his  part  before- 
[^Parke,  B. — The  words  were  equivocal;  it  might  be 
either  that  he  was  willing  to  pay  as  a  favour,  or  that 
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he  made  no  objection  in  fact  or  in  law  to  his  liability  on  E*ch.  of  puat, 
the  first  bill.]     But  further,  here  the  son  continued  after-  ^ 

wards  to  board  with  the  plaintiff;  and  after  notice  to  Mortimorb 
the  father  of  the  son's  illness,  and  that  necessaries  were  Wright. 
being  supplied  to  him,  he  ought  to  have  directly  repudiated 
any  liability,  otherwise  he  is  bound  to  pay  for  them.  In 
Nichole  v.  Allen  (a),  which  was  an  action  for  board  and 
lodging  furnished  to  an  illegitimate  child  of  the  defendant^ 
it  was  proved  that  he  knew  of  her  being  with  the  plaintiff, 
and  had  formerly  allowed  £12  a  year  for  her  support;  and 
Lord  Tenierden  there  said — "Leaving  out  of  the  case  all 
etbout  the  allowance,  it  stands  thus :  he  knows  where  she 
is,  and  allows  her  to  remain  there :"  and  again — "  There 
A  not  only  a  moral  but  a  legal  obligation  on  the  defendant 
x>  maintain  his  child;  he  knows  where  she  is,  and  he  ex- 
presses no  dissent,  and  does  not  take  her  away.  There  is 
i  legal  obligation  made  out,  if  it  is  shewn  that  she  is 
naintained  in  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  he  knows  it ;  and 
t  then  lies  on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  she  is  there 
igainst  his  consent,  or  that  he  has  refused  to  maintain  her 
my  longer  at  his  expense.^^  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^That 
is  only  a  nisi  prius  decision,  and  I  cannot  assent  to  any 
racli  doctrine.]  Law  v.  Wilkin  (5)  was  a  decision  in  banc. 
Fhere  a  boy  at  school  had  been  supplied  with  clothes  by 
the  plaintiff,  had  taken  them  home  at  the  holidays,  and 
l>rought  them  back  to  school ;  and  it  was  held,  (overruling 
the  opinion  of  Parke,  J.,  who  had  nonsuited  at  the  trial), 
that  these  facts  were  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an 
implied  authority  from  the  father  to  fiunish  the  clothes. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  that  be  so,  I  am  sorry  for  it :  I 
:»uinot  concur  in  the  decision.  Parke,  B. — But  for  that 
lecision,  I  certainly  should  have  thought  there  was  no 
nngle  fact  in  that  case  to  shew  the  authority  of  the  father, 

(a)  3  C.  &  P.  36.  (6)  6  Ad.  &  E.  718 ;  1  N.  &  P.  697. 

VO£«  Tt.  K  K  M.  W. 
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AreA.  o/  Pktu,  but  onlj  mere  conjecture.]     Here  the  defendant's  letter 
^     ^'  ^     raises  an  inference  that  the  previous  payments  by  the  son 
MoRTiMoKB     y/rere  payments  by  the  father  through  the  instmmental- 
Weioht.      ity  of  the  son. 

Then^  as  to  the  question  of  a  new  trial,  the  two  letters 
taken  together^  with  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  allowing 
his  son  to  remain  with  the  plaintiff,  after  her  request  that 
he  would  take  him  home  on  the  ground  of  his  ill  health, 
were  sufficient  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  rea- 
sonably infer  that  he  authorized  his  continuing  there  at 
his  charge. 

Knowles,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  evidence  for  the  jury  in  this  case^  and  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited.     The  learned 
Judge  was  anxious,  as  Judges  have  always  been  in  mo- 
dern times,   not  to  withdraw  any  scintilla  of  evidence 
from  the  jury ;  but  he  now  agrees  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court,  that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  nonsuit.    In  the 
present  instance,  I  am  the  more  desirous  to  make  the  role 
absolute  to  that  extent,  in  order  that  there  may  be  no 
uncertainty  as  to  the  law  upon  this  subject.     In  point  d 
law,  a  father  who   gives   no  authority,  and  enters  into 
no    contract,   is  no  more   liable  for  goods  supplied  to 
his  son,  than  a  brother^  or  an  uncle,  or  a  mere  stranger 
would  be.     From  the  moral  obligation  a  parent  i«  un- 
der to  provide  for  his  children,  a  jury  are,  not  unnatu- 
rally, disposed  to  infer  against  him   an  admission  of  t 
liability  in  respect  of  claims  upon  his  son,  on  gionni 
which  warrant  no  such  inference  in  point  of  law.   ^ 
the  present  case,  it  is  not  pretended  that  th&re  is  9BJ 
evidence  whatever  to  charge  the  defendant,  independently 
of  the  letter  written  by  him,  which  is  relied  on  fur  th» 
purpose :   but  the  interpretation  which  is  sought  to  o^ 
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put  upon  that  letter  is  in   no  respect  warranted  by  the  -EjfcA.  of  PUoft 
terms   of  it.      [His  Lordship  read  the  letter.]      There     v      ^  '  ^ 
is  nothing  whatever  in  this  letter   to  shew   any  inten^    MoaTmoM 
tion  to  acknowledge  a  debt  due  from  the  writer;    on      Wriqht, 
the  contrary^  the  father  insists  that  the  son^    and  not 
himself^  is  the  debtor^  and  refers  the  plaintiff  to  the  son 
for  payment.     This  is  rendered  even  more  clear  by  the 
former  letter  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the   defendant's 
is  an  answer;   and  it  is  manifest  that  no  admission  of 
any  liability  whatever  was   intended,   or  even  expected. 
With  regard  to  the  case  in  the  Court  of  King's  Sench, 
of  Law  y.  fFilkiUy  if  the  decision  is   to  be  taken   as  it 
is  reported,  I  can  only  say  that  I  am  sorry  for  it,  and 
cannot  assent   to  it.      It  may  have  been  influenced  by 
&ct8  which  do  not  appear  in  the  report;   but   as  the 
case    stands,    it   appears   to    sanction   the  idea   that    a 
&ther,  as  regards  his  liabiUty  for  debts  incurred  by  his 
son,    is   in    a   different   situation  from   any  other  rela- 
tive: which  is  a  doctrine  I  must  altogether  dissent  from. 
If  a  father  does   any  speciflc   act,  from  which  it  may 
reasonably  be  inferred  that  he   has   authorized  his  son 
to  contract  a  debt,  he  may  be  Uable  in  respect  of  the 
debt   Bo  contracted:  but  the  mere  moral  obligation  on 
the  father  to  maintain  his  child  afibrds  no  inference  of 
a  legal  promise  to  pay  his  debts;  and  we  ought  not  to 
put  upon  his  acts  an  interpretation  which  abstractedly,  . 
and  without  reference  to  that  moral  obligation,  they  will 
not  reasonably  warrant.     In  order  to  bind  a  father  in 
point  of  law  for  a  dd>t  incurred  by  his  son,  you  must  prove 
that  he  has  contracted  to  be  bound,  just  in  the  same 
manner  as  you  would  prove  such  a  contract  against  any 
other  person ;  and  it  would  bring  the  law  into  great  un- 
certainty, if  it  were  permitted  to  juries  to  impose  a  liability 
in  eadi  particular  case,  according  to  their  own  feelings  or 
PKJudioes. 

kk2 
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Bjch.  of  Pleat,      pARKE^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  Same  opinion^  and  concnr  in 
'   ^     the  observations  which  have  fallen  from  my  Lord  Chief 
MoRTiMORE     Baron;  although   I   should  have   acted  as   my   Brother 
Wright.       Rolfe  did  at  the  trials  in  declining  to  nonsuit^  from  the 
doubt  created  by  the  case  of  Blackburn  v.  Mackey,  and  in 
the  expectation  that  the  jury  would  find  for  the  defend- 
ant^ which  they  undoubtedly  ought  to  have  done^  after 
the  additional  evidence  given  by  him.     We  are  now,  how- 
ever, to  decide  whether,  at  the  time  when  that  objection 
was  taken  by  Mr.  Knowles  at  the  trial,  there  was  any  e?i- 
dence  to  go  to  the  jury ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  there 
was  not.     It  is  a  clear  principle  of  law,  that  a  father  is 
not  under  any  legal  obligation  to  pay  his  son^s  debts; 
except,  indeed,  by  proceedings  under  the  43  Eliz.,  by 
which  he  may,  imder  certain  circumstances,  be  compelled 
to  support  his  children  according  to  his  ability;  but  the 
mere  moral  obligation  to  do  so  cannot  impose  upon  him 
any  legal  liability.     Then,  did  the  evidence  in  this  case 
carry  it  further?    All  the  facts  which  were  in  evidence  at 
the  trial  were  directly  opposed  to  the  notion  that  the  de- 
fendant had  admitted  any  liability  on  his  part,  with  the 
exception  of  his  letter,  which,  as  explaining  its  own  pur- 
port, was  rightly  admitted  in  evidence,  without  that  to 
which  it  was  an  answer.     That  letter  is  to  be  read  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  import  of  its  language ;  and  so  read- 
.  ing  it,  I  cannot  find  in  it  any  admission  of  liability:  it  is 
not  even  equivocal  in  its  terms,  but  directly  refers  to  the 
debt  in  question  as  one  which  the  son  himself  owed;  and 
it  is  quite  consistent  with  every  word  of  it,  that  the  fcther 
was  willing  to  make  an  advance  to  the  plaintiff  by  way  rf 
gift,  if  it  had  been  in  his  power.     There  was  no  proof 

^  of  any  contract  in  this  case,  which  was  absolutely  neces- 

sary to  render  the  defendant  liable ;  and  whatever  may 
be  the  moral  obligations  of  parties,  juries  must  not  be 
allowed  to  make  them  contract  without  legal  CTidencc. 
The  present  case  is  distinguishable  £rom  BlacUum^* 


I 
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Mackey,  which  may  possibly  be  supported,   although  I  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
doubt  much  whether,  even  in  that  case,  there  was  any  ^ 

evidence  for  the  jury.  Mortimorb 

Wright. 
KoLFE,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Had  it  not 
been  for  the  case  of  Blackburn  v.  Mackey y  which  was  cited 
at  the  trial,  I  should  certainly  have  nonsuited  the  plain- 
tiff; but,  upon  reflection,  I  doubt  whether  in  that  case 
there  was  any  evidence  for  the  jury,  and  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  none  was  given  in  this  case.  After  the 
evidence  given  for  the  defendant,  the  case  became  still 
stronger  against  the  plaintiff,  and  I  quite  expected  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit* 


Beoina  v.  Theofhiltjs  Lane. 

WaDDINGTON  applied  for  an  order  of  this  Court  for  Under  the  tttt 
the  sale  of  a  leasehold  interest,  which  had  been  extended  8.1,  the  interest 
at  the  suit  of  the  Crown.  The  defendant  having  been  a  oHnTewehoidi 
defaulter,  an  extent  issued  in  the  year  1768,  imder  which  renewable  on 

•^  lives,  may  be 

a  lease  renewable  on  lives,  ield  by  him  from  the  Custos  told. 
and  Vicars  of  the  Collegiate  Church  of  Hereford,  was  seized  f^^^^^  ^^  the  in- 
by  the  Crown,  and  the  profits  had  been  ever  since  taken  Qromi**to  dl- 
by  receivers  appointed  by  the  Crown,  and  the  leases  regu-  rect  a  sale  by 

privatecontracty 

larly  renewed  to  them.  The  question  was,  whether  a  bat  referred  it 
leasehold  interest  came  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  5^,[„cer toowr- 
25  Geo.  3,  c.  35,  s.  1,  which  empowers  the  Court  to  direct  ^j^x  which  wai 

'  '  '  r  the  moet  advan- 

the  sale  of  the  "  right,  title,  estate,  and  interest*^  of  any  tageous  mode^ 
debtor  to  the  Crown,  and  of  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  any  property. 
"  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  which  have  been  or 
shall  hereafter  be  extended  imder  any  writ  of  extent,''  &c. 
Tlie  lands  were  required  for  the  site  of  a  new  church. 
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Bteh,  ef  Pleat,       pARKE,  B. — ^Thc  crown  debtor  has  still  an  equitable 

interest  in  the  renewals ;  the  crown  receiver  would  be  a 
trustee  for  him  as  to  the  surplus  after  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  of  the  Crown.  The  legal  interest  of  the  receiver 
would  be  disposed  of  by  his  own  act^  independently  of 
any  order  of  the  Court ;  but  you  want  the  order,  in  order 
to  dispose  of  the  equitable  interest  of  the  crown  debt<»'. 
You  may  take  an  order. 

Order  granted. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Waddtngton  applied  for  an  order 
of  the  Court  to  the  Queen's  Remembrancer,  to  direct  a 
sale  by  private  contract.  That  officer,  considering  a  sale 
by  auction  the  usual  course,  had  declined  to  order  a  pri- 
vate sale  without  the  authority  of  the  Court. 

The  Court  directed  that  the  Remembrancer  should  cer- 
tify to  them  which  mode  of  selling  the  property  was,  in  his 
judgment,  the  most  advantageous  for  the  interests  of  all 
parties. 


Wild  and  Baxtgh  v.  Williams  and  Another. 

The  Court  will  ^IR  ^«  Pollock  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  a  plea 
a**\**^fr1*  P^^'^  darrein  continuance  in  this  action,  of  a  release  given 
given  by  one  of   by  the  plaintiflF  Baugh  to  the  defendants.     The  action  was 

several  plain-  iii../v»  t  ..  ^  t 

tiffg,  unless  a  for  work  douc  by  the  plaintins,  under  a  joint  contract,  vx 

fraud liTroade  *^®  defendants.     The  work  was  begun  in  February  1837  j 

reic^rand^*  in  May  1838,  Baugh  ran  away,  only  £7  being  then  due 

the  defendant,  to  the  plaintifiFs  :  the  plaintiff  Wild  worked  on  until  the 

Fraud  upon  the    ^„.  .  ,  ii-  ..,••* 

releasor  is  not  a  loUowiDg  August,  and  now  brought  tlus  actiou  m  the  jomi 
Ung  asidTthT  names  of  himself  and  Baugh,  for  an  alleged  balance  due 
plea,  since  that    \j^  rcspect  of  the  wholc  work.      Bauffh  had  made  an  affi- 

may  be  replied.  ^    *  ...  .j 

davit  in  support  of  this  application,  in  which  he  deposed 
when  he  executed  the  release,  he  did  not  know  that  be 


A 
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was  signing  anything  more  than  an  acknowledgment  that  ^*^  •/  ^'•"i 

no  money  was  due  to  him  for  any  work  done  after  he  went 

away. 

jB.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause. — The  Court  will  not  set 
aside  this  plea^  unless  a  case  of  gross  fraud  be  made  out^ 
which  is  not  the  case  here :  Herbert  v.  Pigott  (a),  Jones  v. 
Herbert  (i).  Besides^  it  must,  at  all  events,  appear  that 
Baugh  was  a  mere  name,  having  no  real  interest  in  the 
action,  whereas  this  is  a  case  of  two  joint  contractors. 
Inriell  v.  Newman  (c),  which  may  be  referred  to,  is  quite  dis- 
tinguishable;  there  the  action  was  brought  by  a  feme 
covert,  as  executrix,  in  the  name  of  her  husband,  from 
whom  she  lived  apart,  under  an  agreement  that  she  should 
enjoy,  as  her  separate  property,  all  effects  she  might 
acquire.     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  WTiateley,  contra,  urged,  that  Baugh 
clearly  had  no  real  interest  in  the  action,  and  that  Wild 
was  in  substance  the  only  plaintiff,  and  Baugh  a  mere 
trustee  for  him. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^We  should  be  pushing  the  case 
much  further  than  authority  or  principle  warrants,  if  we 
yielded  to  this  application.  It  is  not  enough  that  the 
releasing  party,  on  taking  the  accounts,  would  be  a  debtor 
to  his  co-contractor.  If  this  was  a  fraudulent  release,  the 
plaintiffs  can  raise  that  issue  on  the  plea. 

Parke,  B. — K  there  was  fraud  on  Baugh  himself,  so 
that  he  is  not  bound  by  the  release,  that  will  be  a  good 
replication.  This  is  an  application  to  the  equitable  juris- 
diction of  the  Court,  and,  in  order  to  its  being  granted, 

(a)  2  C.  &M.  384.  (b)  7  Taunt.  421. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Aid.  429. 
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Rxeh.  of  Pleat,  fraud  must  be  shewn  as  between  the  releasor  and  the 

releasee.  That  is  not  done ;  not  even  the  first  essential 
step  is  made  out^  namely^  that  Baugh  was  in  fieu;t  a  mere 
trustee^  much  less  that  the  defendants  knew  him  to 
be  so. 


Wild 

V. 

Williams. 


Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe^  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged  with  costs  (a). 


Vatjghan  v.  Watt. 

On  the  24th  1  ROVER  for  diflPerent  articles  of  wearing  apparel^  &c.— 
pied^^th*"  Pleas :  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  goods  were  not 
the  defendant,  a  ^.j^g  property  of  the  plaintiff :  on  which  issues  were  joined. 

pawnbroker,  m  *      *^       "^  *^  '        ^ 

thenameofMa-  At  the  trial  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  in 
the  duplicate  Hilary  Term,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the 
acrordhigiy.she  ^^® ' — ^^  ^^^  24!th  July,  1839,  the  goods  in  question  were 
^*f»  f"h**^'*/-^*  pledged  with  the  defendant,  a  pawnbroker,  by  a  female  of 
tiff  Vaughan,  the  name  of  Hubbard,  in  the  name  (as  the  defendant  un- 
appear  that  this  derstod  it)  of  Mary  Wame,  and  the  duplicate  was  so  made 

ki^wn**to^the  ^^^-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^y  ^®  ^^  ®®^*  *^  ^y  *^*^*  ^rmt 
defendant   A     (whom  he  did  not  then  know,  but  who  afterwards  proved 

few  days  after-  ... 

wards,  the  same  to  be  the  plaintiff's  wife),  to  say  that  she  had  lost  tne 
fothe'defendant  duplicate,   and  shc   demanded  and  obtained  from  him 

for  a  copy  of 
the  duplicate, 
and  a  form  of 
declaration  of 
the  loss  of  it, 

pursuant  to  the  Stat.  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  16,  and  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.62.  s.  13.  On  the  6tb  Aagost, 
the  plaintiff  produced  the  duplicate  to  the  defendant,  and  demanded  the  goods,  tendering  the  mo- 
ney advanced  on  them  and  interest,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  them,  on  the  groaod  d 
the  declaration  having  been  obtained.  The  plaintiff  applied  to  a  magistrate  to  compel  him,  snd  tlw 
defendant  then  (on  the  9th  August)  learnt  that  the  party  who  pledged  the  goods  was  the  plsia* 
tiff*s  wife: — Held,  that  upon  these  facts,  the  Judge  at  the  trial  was  wrong  in  directing  the  jury 
that  the  detention  of  the  goods  was  in  point  of  law  a  conversion ;  and  that  he  ought  to  hsve  left 
it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  defendant  had  a  bona  fide  doubt  as  to  the  title  to  the  goods,  sod 
if  so,  whether  a  reasonable  time  for  that  doubt  to  be  cleared  up,  by  the  party*s  going  before  s 
magistrate  and  verifying  the  declaration,  pursuant  to  the  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c  99,  s.  16,  hadelspsed 
on  the  6th  of  August ;  and  if  it  had,  that  the  refusal  then  to  deliver  them  to  the  pUioolT 
amounted  to  a  conversion. 

(a)  See  Crook  v.  Stephen,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  688. 


a  copy  thereof,  and  also  a  form  of  a  declaration  of  the 
loss  of  it,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c  99, 


J 
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,  and  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  62,  s.  12  (*)•     Some  days  Exeh.  of  Pkoi, 

.  1840. 

rds,   upon  an  allegation  that  tliis  document  also 


hich  enacts,  "  that  in  case 
note  or  memorandum  as 
shall  he  lost,  mislaid,  de- 
or  fraudulently  ohtained 
owner  or  owners  thereof, 
goods  and  chattels  men- 
lerein  shall  remain  unre- 
then   and  in  every  such 
pawnbroker  or  pawnbro- 
h   whom  the  said   goods 
tels  were  so  pledged,  shall, 
."quest  and  application  of 
on  or  persons  who  shall 
;  himself,  herself,  or  them- 
the  pawnbroker  as   the 
owners  of  the  goods  and 
IS  aforesaid,  deliver  to  such 
-  persons  so  requesting  and 
for  the  same,  a  copy  of 
or  memorandum  so  lost, 
destroyed,  or  fraudulently 
as  aforesaid,  with  the  form 
idavit  of  the  particular  cir- 
:es    attending    the    case, 
ir  written,  or  in  part  print- 
1  part  written  on  the  said 
the  same  shall  be  stated  to 
ler  by  the  party  applying  as 
I ;  for  which  copy  of  such 
nemorandum,  and  form  of 
,  in  case  the  money   lent 
»t  exceed  the  sum  of  five 
,  the  pawnbroker  shall  re- 
e  sum  of  one  halfpenny ; 
case  the  money  lent  shall 
the  sum  of  five  shillings, 
;  exceed   the   sum    of  ten 
,  the  pawnbroker  shall  re- 
le  sum  of  one  penny;  and 
the  money  lent  shall  exceed 
of  ten  shillings,  the  pawn- 
hall  receive  the  like  simi  of 
18  he  is  entitled  to  receive 
:e  on  giving  the  original 


note  or  memorandum,  such  money 
to  be  paid  by  the  party  applying 
for  the  same  at  the  time  of  making 
the  said  application;  and  the  per- 
son or  persons  having  so  obtained 
such  copy  of  the  note  or  memoran- 
dum, and  form  of  affidavit,  as  afore- 
said, shall  thereupon  prove  his,  her 
or  their  property  in,   or  right  to 
such  goods  and  chattels,  to  the  sa- 
tisfaction of  some  justice  of  peace 
for   the   county,  riding,   division, 
city,  town,  liberty,  or  place  where 
the  goods  or  chattels  shall  have  been 
pledged,  pawned,  or  exchanged,  and 
shall  also  verify  on  oath  or  af- 
firmation, as  the  case  may  be,  be- 
fore the  said  justice,  the  truth  of 
the    particular    circumstances   at- 
tending the  case  mentioned  in  such 
affidavit  or  affirmation,  to  be  made 
as  aforesaid,  the  caption  of  such 
oath  or  affirmation  to  be  authentic 
cated  by  the  handwriting  thereto 
of  the   justice  before   whom   the 
same  shall  be  made,  and  who  shall 
and  is  hereby  required  so  to  au- 
thenticate  the    same;   whereupon 
the  pawnbroker   shall  suffer    the 
person  or  persons  proving  such  pro- 
perty  to  the   satisfaction  of  such 
justice  aforesaid,  and  making  such 
affidavit  or  affirmation  as  aforesaid, 
on  leaving  such  copy  of  the  said 
note  or  memorandum,  and  the  said 
affidavit  or  affirmation,   with  the 
said  pawnbroker,  to  redeem  such 
goods  or  chattels. 

(b)  Which  substitutes,  in  lieu  of 
any  oath,  affirmation,  or  affidavit, 
required  by  any  acts  for  regulating 
the  business  of  pawnbrokers,  a  de- 
claration to  the  same  effect 
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Ejxh.  of  pieast  was  lost,  slie  obtained  from  the  defendant  another  si- 
milar form.  On  the  6th  of  August,  the  plaintiff  Vaughan 
produced  the  dupUcate  to  the  defendant^  and  demauded 
the  goods,  tendering  the  amount  of  the  pledge  and  the 
interest.  The  defendant  refused  to  give  them  up,  on  the 
ground  of  the  declarations  ha\dng  been  obtained  from  him. 
On  the  7th,  the  plaintiff  made  an  application  to  the  police 
magistrate  at  Hatton  Grarden,  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pelling the  restoration  of  the  goods,  and  a  summons  vm 
granted  for  the  defendant's  appearance  on  the  following 
day,  when  he  attended  accordingly,  but  was  compelled 
to  go  away  before  the  case  was  called  on.  On  the  9th, 
however,  the  parties  again  attended  before  the  magistrate; 
and  the  plaintiff  then  stated  that  it  was  his  wife  by  whom 
the  goods  had  been  pledged.  The  magistrate,  howe?er, 
after  hearing  the  circumstances,  declined  to  interfere.  The 
plaintiff  then  brought  this  action,  the  writ  being  sued 
out  on  the  21st  August.  It  was  contended  for  the  de- 
fendant, that  there  was  no  evidence  of  such  an  absolute 
refusal  by  him  to  deliver  up  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  constituted  a  conversion;  and  that  he  was  justified 
in  refusing  to  do  so,  by  the  circumstance  of  the  declara- 
tions having  been  obtained  by  another  party  claiming  to 
be  the  owner.  The  learned  Judge  thought  that  the  mere 
fact  of  these  documents  having  been  obtained  was  no  de- 
fence as  against  the  real  owner  of  the  goods,  who  might, 
in  that  case,  never  have  it  in  his  power  to  recover  posses- 
sion of  them :  and  under  his  Lordship's  direction,  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £10,  leave  being  re- 
served to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The 
jury  were  discharged  as  to  the  second  issue. 

G,  T.  White  having  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  (ot  * 
nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial,  (citing  Isaac  v.  Clark  (a), 
Green  v.  Dunn  {b) ), 

(a)  2  Bulst  312.  (6)  3  Camp.  215,  u. 
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Pike  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  admitted  that  the  plain-  Bxeh,  of  PUoi, 
tiff  is  the  real  owner  of  the  goods.  The  15th  section  of  ^..  ', 
the  39  &  40  Qeo.  3,  c.  99^  declares  that  the  person  pro- 
ducing the  original  note  or  memorandum  of  the  goods 
pledged,  as  the  owner  thereof,  to  the  pawnbroker,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be,  as  against  him,  the  real  owner 
of  the  goods,  and  the  pawnbroker  is  thereby  required,  on 
satisfaction  of  the  principal  sum  advanced  and  the  profit, 
to  deliver  them  to  such  person*  The  plaintiff  complied 
in  all  respects  with  the  directions  of  this  section.  And 
the  16th  section  of  the  same  act,  upon  which  reliance  is 
placed  for  the  defendant,  does  not  entitle  the  pawnbroker  to 
retain  the  goods  against  the  real  owner,  unless  where  the 
party  obtaining  the  form  of  affidavit  therein  mentioned, 
shall  have  proved  his  right  to  them  to  the  satisfaction  of 
&  justice.  Even  assuming,  therefore,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  ignorant  that  the  party  who  pledged  the  goods 
was  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  he  is  not  entitled  to  withhold 
them. 

WMte  and  Cockburrif  control. — ^There  was  no  such  refusal 

to  deliver  up  the  goods  proved  in  this  case,  as  amounted 

to  a  conversion.     [Parke,  B. — ^All  that  the  pawnbroker 

can  be  entitled  to  do  is,  to  keep  the  goods  for  a  reasonable 

time,  until  the  party  shall  have  gone  before  a  magistrate 

to  Yerify  the  declaration.     You  did  not  ask  the  learned 

Judge  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  whether  such  reasonable  time 

luid  elapsed.     This  declaration,  in  London,  ought  to  be 

*cted  on  immediately.     If  the  question  had  been  left  to 

tte  jury,  there  was  abundant  evidence  for  them  to  find 

^t  more  than  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed.]    K  a  party, 

^  the  time  when  he  refuses  to  deliver  goods  on  demand, 

*^  a  reasonable  doubt  whose  property  they  are,  even  if  he 

obtain  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  the  next  day,  that  refusal 

^^^^Uiot  be  treated  as  a  conversion,  without  a  subsequent 
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Exch.  of  PUai,  demand :  Green  v.  Dunn,  Alexander  v.  Southey  (a).  Ktl 
^®^*  defendant  was  justified  in  the  refusal  at  that  moment, 
is  a  sufficient  defence.  The  learned  Judge  ought  the^ 
fore  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury,  as  was  done  in  the  latt< 
case,  whether  the  qualification  of  the  defendant's  refust 
was  a  reasonable  one.  In  Green  v.  Dunn,  the  plaintiff  was 
clearly  the  real  owner  of  the  goods ;  yet  because  the  de- 
fendant's  refusal  to  deliver  them  was  a  qualified  one,  it 
was  held  that  there  was  no  conversion.  This  was  a  refusal, 
not  absolute,  but  qualified,  and  bond  fide,  not  with  the  view 
of  withholding  the  property  from  the  real  owner,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  it  for  the  real  owner,  whoever  he 
might  be.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  pawnbroker  to  take  pre- 
cautions that  by  the  loss  of  the  duplicate  the  loss  of  the 
goods  does  not  result  to  the  owner.  Suppose  this  were  a 
case  of  a  simple  bailment  at  common  law,  independent^ 
of  the  statute — a  deposit  of  goods,  with  a  written  engage- 
ment to  re-deliver  them  on  demand;  and  they  were  suncp- 
titiously  obtained  from  the  bailee  by  another  party,  and 
notice  thereof  given  to  the  bailor,  a  refusal  to  re-deKfer 
them  on  that  ground  clearly  would  not  be  a  conversion, 
according  to  the  cases  already  cited ;  and  this  is  in  effect 
the  same  case.  Whether  the  defendant  had  the  bona  fide 
intention  of  retaining  the  goods  for  the  real  owner  vas, 
at  all  events,  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  ought  to  have 
been  left  to  them. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  with  great  regret  that  I 
bring  myself  to  concur  in  making  this  rule  absolute  for  a 
new  trial.  The  verdict  is  only  for  £10,  and  the  evcDt 
must  necessarily  be  the  same  on  a  new  trial,  the  same 
facts  being  proved.  If  the  question  had  been  brought 
before  the  jury,  whether  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  Ar 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  247. 
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the  defendant  to  ascertain  the  title  to  the  goods^  nobody  Exeh,  of  pieat, 
can  doubt  that  they  would  have  come  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion. It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  this,  being  a 
question  for  the  jury,  ought  to  be  left  to  them.  The  mere 
detention  of  the  goods,  abstractedly,  was  not  a  conversion, 
if  the  delay  was  only  for  a  reasonable  time :  here,  I  think, 
the  time  was  unreasonable. 

Parke,  B.— The  learned  Judge  was  incorrect  in  telling 
the  jury,  that  the  mere  refusal  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the 
real  owner  was  a  conversion.     It  was  a  question  for  the 
jury,  whether  the  defendant  meant  to  apply  them  to  his 
own  use,  or  assert  the  title  of  a  third  party  to  them,  or 
whether  he  only  meant  to  keep  them  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  title  to  them,  and  clear  up  the  doubts  he  then  enter- 
tained on  the  subject,  and  whether  a  reasonable  time  for 
doing  so  had  not  elapsed,  without  which  it  would  not  be 
a  conversion.     It  ought  therefore  to  have  been  left  to  the 
jury,  whether  the  defendant  had  a  bona  fide  doubt  as  to 
the  title  to  the  goods,  and  if  so,    whether  a  reasonable 
time  for  clearing  up  that  doubt  had  elapsed.     The  party 
obtaining  the  declaration  is  bound  to  go  before  a  magis- 
trate, and  satisfy  him  by  evidence  that  he  is  the  real  owner 
of  the  goods ;  and  if  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  in  this 
case  for  doing  so,  the  defendant  had  no  longer  any  rea- 
sonable ground  for  detaining  them  on  the  6th  of  July,  for 
a  supposed  defect  of  title.     That  was  a  question  for  the 
j^.    The  statute  supposes  that  the  party  will  go  before 
the  magistrate  immediately ;   and  if  three  or  four   days 
elapse  without  his  doing  so,  the  jury  would  be  well  war- 
^ted  in  finding  that  the  reasonable  time  had  elapsed. 
But  it  is  all  for  the  jury :  however  strong  the  facts,  the 
Judge  cannot  take  it  upon  himself  to  refuse  to  leave  the 
qiiestion  to  them.     Therefore,    although  the   result  will 
dearly  be  the  same,  in  strict  law  the  defendant  is  entitled 
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Each  of  Pietut  to  have  the  facts  submitted  to  the  jury.    There  must 

therefore  be  a  new  trial. 

BoLFEy  B. — I  concur  in  the  decision  of  the  Courts  and 
very  much  also  in  the  regret  that  there  should  be  a  new 
trials  where  the  matter  in  question  is  so  small^  and  the  resnit 
must  be  the  same.     According  to  the  act  of  Parliament, 
the  party  obtaining  the  form  of  declaration  "  shall  there* 
igpon  prove  his  property  in  or  right  to  the  goods,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  some  justice  of  the  peace^''  and  then  the 
document,  authenticated  by  the  signature  of  the  justice,  is 
to  be  an  indemnity  to  the  pawnbroker.     Here  the  goods 
were  pawned  on  the  24th  of  July  :  on  the  6th  of  August 
they  were  demanded  by  the  plaintiff:  at  some  undefined 
time  between  those  dates,  the  application  was  made  for 
the  form  of  declaration,  but  no  proceedings  were  taken 
thereupon ;  and  there  was  what  was  equivalent  to  a  repe- 
tition of  the  refasal  to  deliver  the  goods,  on  the  7th,  Sth, 
and  9th  of  August.     I  certainly  did  not  leave  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed— not 
for  him  to  inquire  into  the  title,  but  for  the  party  to  do 
that  which  he  was  bound  to  do  tAereiqnm,  on  obtaining 
the  declaration ;  because  it  appeared  preposterous  to  lesTV 
to  the  jury  the  question,  whether  a  reasonable  time  had 
elapsed   for   doing   that  which  ought  to  be  done  imme- 
diately,   when   a  period  had  elapsed  which  was  indeed 
undefined,   but   might   be   any  time  from  ten  to  fifteen 
days.     However,  the  matter  was,  strictly,  for  the  jury, 
and  I  agree,   as  it  was  not  left  to  them,  that  there 
must  be  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial 


XAtTBR   TERM^   3  VICT.  499 

£xeh,  of  Phatf 
1840, 

QuARMAN  V.  Burnett  and  Another. 

OaSE. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiflF,  on  the  where  the 
21stDecemher,  1838,  was  possessed  of  a  carriage,  to  wit,  a  rUgrwere^i^' 
chaise,  of  Great  value  &c.,  and  of  a  horse  then  drawing  the  ^^^.  *>*^»'  ^^ 

'        ^  J  ^^  hiring  horses 

same,  in  which  said  carriage  the  plaintiff  was  then  riding :  from  the  same 

and  that  the  defendants  were  also  possessed  of  a  carriage,  to  it  for  a  day  or 

wit,  a  chariot,  to  which  said  carriage  of  the  defendants  owner *of1he^ 

were  harnessed  two  horses,  and  which  said  carriage  and  horses  provided 

a  driver, 

horses  were  then  under  the  care  of  the  d^endanis.     Never-  through  whose 

theless  the  defendants  so  carelessly  &c,  conducted  them-  i^njury^wasdone 

adves  in  the  premises,  that  hyand  through  the  mere  care-  |°*^heidTh^t 

lessness,  negligence,  want  of  proper  caution,  and  improper  ^h«  owners  of 

the  carriage 

conduct  of  the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  the  said  horses  were  not  Uabie 
80  harnessed  to  the  carriage  of  the  defendants  started  off  such^injury.^' 
with  the  said  carriage,  withatU  a  driv&r  or  other  person  to  j^^,^"^  "  ^"* 
manage^  govern^  or  direct  the  same,  whereby  the  said  car-  difference,  that 

the  owners  of 

riage  of  the  defendants  then  ran  and  struck  with  great  the  carriage  had 
force  against  the  said  carriage  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  JrTvYn  by^the 
greatly  crushed  and  injured  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  f*™*  driver,  he 
was  tiirown  with  great  force  and  violence  out  of  his  car-  regular  coach- 

.,  TOO  ™*"  »"  ^he  em- 

nage  upon  the  ground,  &c.  &c.  pioy  of  the 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  said  carriage  J^"^^^  .*^^o?that 

and  horses  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  ^^^y  ^^^  al- 
ways paid  him 

were  not  under  the  care  of  the  defendants,  or  either  of  a  fixed  sum  for 

. »  .  J  i»  o_  1  •   1     •  ®*ch  drive ;  or 

them,  in  manner  and  lorm,  &c. ;  upon  which  issues  were  that  they  had 
joined.  P'i^r*^*^  ^'"^ 

*  with  a  hvery. 

At  the  trial  before  Maule,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  ^*>»c*»  *»«  left  at 

•  1         -&r*  1       1  m  their  house  at 

m  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  following  appeared  to  be  the  the  end  of  each 
material  facts  of  the  case :-  fht.^j'„^  ^ 

The  defendants  are   elderly  ladies  resident  in  Moore  Occasion  d^ 
Place,   Lambeth,   keeping  a  carriage  of  their  own,  but  his  leaving  the 

....  -  horses  while  so 

mring  horses  and  a  coachman  from  a  job-mistress  of  the  depositing  the 
name  of  Mortlock.    They  generally  had  the  same  horses,  Uo^/"  ^^ 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  and  alwajs  the  same  coachman^  a  man  of  the  name  of 
•   ^     Kemp^  (the  only  regular  coachman  in  Miss  Mortlock's  em- 
QuARMAN      ploy),  to  whom  they  paid  28.  for  each  drive,  having  told  him 
Burnett,      when  they  first  set  up  their  own  carriage,  three  years  ago, 
that  they  would  pay  him  that  sum.     He  received  regular 
weekly  wages  from  Miss  Mortlock.     The  defendants  some- 
times took  the  coachman  and  horses  into  the  country  for 
several  weeks,  when  they  paid  him  a  certain  sum  per  week. 
They  had  a  plain  coachman^s  coat  and  a  livery  hat,  for  which 
Kemp  was  measured,  and  which  he  wore  when  driving  the 
defendants,  and  took  off  on  his  return  to  their  honse, 
where  the  coat  and  hat  were  hung  up  in  the  passage.    On 
the  21st  December,  1838,  he  went  into  the  defendants' 
house  to  pull  off  the  hat,  (he  did  not  wear  the  coat  that 
day,  having  his  own  box  coat  on),  and  left  no  one  in 
charge  of  the  horses :   they  started  off,  ran  against  the 
plaintiff's  chaise,  which  was  drawn  up  on  the  side  of  the 
footpath,  threw  him  out,  and  seriously  injured  him,  and 
damaged  the  chaise. 

This  being  the  state  of  facts,  it  was  contended  for  the 
defendants  that  Kemp  was,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
servant,  not  of  the  defendants,  but  of  the  job-mistress, 
and  that  the  defendants  were  not  responsible.  The  fd- 
lowing  cases  were  referred  to :  Laugher  v.  Pointer  (fl), 
Smith  V.  Lawrence  (6),  Brady  v.  Giles  (c),  Fenton  v.  JMh 
tin  Steam  Packet  Co,  (rf),  Randleson  v.  Murray  {e).  The 
learned  Judge  thought  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury,  but  gave  the  defendants^  counsel  leave  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit :  it  appearing  to  him  that  there  was 
some  evidence  that  the  carriage  was  under  the  defendants' 
care,  both  in  respect  of  their  choosing  this  particular 
coachman,  and  also  in  respect  of  his  having  gone  to  pnt 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  547.  (<0  8  AcL&E.  835;  1P.&D.103. 

(b)  2  Man.  &  R.  1.  (e)  8  Ad.  &  E.  109;  3  N.  &?• 

(c)  1  M.  &  Rob.  494.  239. 
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back  their  hat,  and  left  the  carriage  unattended  to.    And  Exeh,  of  pieat, 
he  told  the  jury,  that  if  the  coachman  was,  at  the  time  the  ^ 

horses  ran  away,  acting  as  the  servant  of  the  defendants,      Quarman 
they  were  liable  :   and  that  he  thought  he  was  acting  as      Burnett. 
such  servant,  if  the  job-mistress  appointed  him  specially  at 
the  defendants^  desire,  or  if  in  putting  back  his  hat  he 
acted  for  the  defendants.    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  damages  198/.  9s. 

KeUy  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  entering  a  nonsuit, 
pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved, 

Thomas  (Sir  F.  Pollock  being  with  him)  shewed  cause  at 
the  sittings  after  Hilary  Term. — The  direction  of  the 
learned  Judge  was  right,  and  the  verdict  ought  to  stand. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  the  carriage  and  horses 
could  be  said  to  be  in  the  care  of  the  defendants,  in  the 
sense  imputed  by  the  declaration.  The  important  case  on 
this  subject  is  that  of  Laugher  v.  Pointer^  in  which  the 
judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were  equally  divided. 
There  the  owner  of  the  carriage  hired  a  pair  of  horses  of  a 
stable  keeper  to  draw  it  for  a  day,  and  the  latter  provided 
the  driver,  who  was  paid  by  gratuities  given  by  the  owner 
of  the  carriage.  Lord  Tenterden  and  lAitledale,  J.,  held  that 
the  owner  of  the  carriage  was  not  hable  to  be  sued  for  an 
injury  done  by  his  negligent  driving;  Bayley,  J.,  and i/b/- 
royd,  J.,  being  of  a  contrary  opinion.  The  present  case, 
however,  is  distinguishable  from  that,  and  falls  within  the 
exceptions  stated  by  the  two  former  learned  Judges  to  the 
doctrine  they  there  laid  down.  Lord  Tenterden  says — "  In 
the  case  now  before  the  Court,  the  hirer  makes  no  con- 
tract with  the  coachman;  he  does  not  select  him;  he  has  no 
privity  with  him ;  he  usually  gives  him  a  gratuity,  but  he 
is  not  obliged  by  law  to  give  him  anything;  and  from 
thence  I  conclude  that  the  coachman  is  not  the  servant  of 

VOL.  VI.  L  L  M.  W, 
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Sxeh.  rf  Pleas,  the  hirer ;   and  if  the  coachman  is  not  the  serrant  of 
^    ^  '  ^     the  hirer  on  such  an  occasion^  but  is  chosen  and  intrusted 
auARMAN     by  the  owner  of  the   horses  to    conduct  and  manage 
Burnett,      them,  I  think  it  cannot  be  said  that  the   hirer  has  in 
law,  what  he  certainly  has   not  in    fact,  the    conduct 
and  management  of  the  horses/^   And  again — "  Length  d 
time  may  in  itself  be  a  circumstance  deserving  of  atten- 
tion, because  it  may  be  evidence  of  the  subsequent  appro- 
bation  and  continuance,  if  not   of  the   original  choice 
of  the  coachman.     The  payment  of  board   wages,  and 
t?ie  Jitmishinff  a  livery,  may  also  be  circumstances  worthy 
of  attention,  because  they  also  may,  in  some  cases,  be 
considered  as  evidence  of  a  choice  and  a  contract.^'    In 
the  present  case  the  defendants   exercised  a  choice  in 
the  selection  of  this  particular  coachman ;  they  paid  him, 
by  agreement^   a  certain  sum  for  each  drire;  and  they 
supplied   him  with    livery,   which  he  was    changing  in 
the  house  when  this  accident  occurred.     The  case,  tiiere- 
fore,  goes  fetr  beyond  that  of  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  and  fidb 
within  the  observations  of  all  the  judges  in  that  case. 
In  RaruUeson  v.  Murray,  the  defendants,   who  were  oc- 
cupiers of  a  bonded  warehouse  in   Liverpool,    engaged 
a  master  porter  to  lower  and  convey  a  barrel  of  flour 
from  their  warehouse.     The  master  porter  engaged  a 
master  carter,  and  both  of  them  attended  with  their  men. 
While  being  lowered,  the  barrel  fell  and  injured  the  plain- 
tiff, owing  to  the  defectiveness  of  a  rope  furnished  by 
the  master  porter.     The  defendants  were  held  liable,  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.,  saying,  "  It  makes  no  diffearence  whether 
they  employed  people  of  their  own  to  move  their  goods, 
or  procured  others  who  were  likely  to  move  them  more 
expertly,  and  left  it  to  their  superintendence.''    In  Fe^ 
ton  v.  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company,  where  the  plaintiff^* 
vessel  was  sunk  by  a  steam-boat,  of  which  the  defend- 
ants were  owners,  but  which  was  at  the  time  chartered 


I 
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lother  for  a  voyage,  his  Lordship  says — ''  The  char-  Bxeh.  qf  pims, 
may  be  answerable  also;  but  unless  the  charter-party  ^ 

interfered  with  the  general  control  of  the   owners,      Quarmam 
are  dearly  liable/'     [Alderson,  B. — "  Interference^'      Burnett. 

means  some  interference  which  causes  the  injury.] 

was  the  case  here,  the  injury  having  occurred  while 
OBchman  was  absent  for  the  defendants'  benefit.  It 
their  duty  to  send  somebody  to  take  care  of  the 
8,  while  he  was  acting  in  compliance  with  then-  di- 
ins  for  their  benefit.  If  a  party  holds  himself  out 
lC  world  as  the  owner  of  a  vehicle,  by  the  negligent 
)g  of  which  damage  is  occasioned,  he  is  liable, 
^h  he  has  ceased  to  be  the  actual  owner:  Stables  v. 
(a).  Here  the  defendants  were  clearly,  in  every  re- 
y  the  ostensible  owners  of  the  carriage  and  horses.  But 
er,  the  terms  of  their  agreement  with  the  coachman, 
g  him  a  stated  siun  for  each  drive,  which  was  evi- 
y  a  regular  part  of  his  livelihood,  made  him  their 
at.    In  Brady  v.  Giles  (&),  a  case  similar  to  the  pre- 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  refused  to  nonsuit,  holding  it 
y  in  all  such  cases,  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
arties  were  acting  as  the  servants  of  the  owner  or  of 
lirer  of  the  carriage.     The  learned  Judge  did  the 

in  the  present  case^  and  the  jury  have  found  that 
dachman  was  the  servant  of  the  defendants.  But  in- 
idently  of  any  special  circumstances  in  the  present 
the  plaintiff  contends  that  the  doctrine  laid  down  by 
fjf,  J.,  and  Holroydf  J.,  in  Ldmgher  v.  Pointer,  is  the 
ct  one,  and  that  the  coachman  is  in  point  of  law  the 
at  of  the  hirer. — He  cited  also  HUdffe  v.  Goodwin  {c), 
Zrqft  Y.  AViSon  {d). 

aumeU,  Serjt.,  {Kelly  with  him),  in  support  of  the 

0  1  C.  &  p.  614.  (c)  5  C.  &  P.  190. 

>  1 M.  &  Hob.  494.  (i^)  4  B.  &  Aid.  590. 

L  l2 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  rule. — Thc  special  circumstances  relied  on  in  this  c^ 
•  ^  do  not  distinguish  it  from  thc  case  of  Laugher  v.  PoifUe^ 
QuARMAN  In  the  first  place,  there  was  no  bargain  for  any  specie 
Burnett.  wages  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  to  Kemp  the  coact 
man,  but  merely  an  understanding  that  he  should  recdre 
a  certain  gratuity ;  and  he  was  paid  regular  weekly  wages 
by  his  employer.  The  same  was  the  state  of  facts  in 
Laugher  v.  Pointer.  Nor  was  he  selected  by  the  defendants 
to  drive  them,  he  being  the  only  regular  coachman  in  the 
yard.  When  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Laugher  v.  Pots/ar, 
refers  to  ^'length  of  time''  as  a  circumstance  which  nug 
indicate  the  approbation  and  continuance  of  the  particnlai 
coachman,  he  means  to  refer  to  some  definite  period  ol 
employment  by  the  hirer ;  and  all  the  circumstances  spe- 
cified by  him,  of  time,  wages,  livery,  &c.,  were  meant  t( 
be  important,  as  indicating  '^a  choice  and  a  cofUrad!^ 
But  can  two  parties  be  concurrently  liable  ?  Convenience 
is  against  it,  as  leading  to  multiplicity  of  actions.  Andii 
one  only  be  liable,  convenience  also  indicates  that  titf 
action  shoidd  be  against  the  party  who  originally  liired 
the  driver  as  a  servant.  And  this  is  consistent  with  jiw- 
tice,  because  he  is  the  most  culpable,  if  the  driver  is  noi 
trustworthy  or  skilful.  Holroyd^  J.,  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer^ 
expressed  an  opinion  that  one  party  only  coidd  be  liaUe. 
It  is  clear  that  Kemp  was  in  the  service  of  Mortlock  for 
this  particular  employment  and  duty.  Then  is  there  anj* 
thing  to  warrant  the  inference,  that  in  suffering  him  tc 
drive  them,  the  defendants  not  only  evinced  a  choice,  bnl 
entered  into  a  contract  ?  [Parke,  B. — ^It  appears  to  w 
that  there  are  no  special  circumstances  which  distingoid 
the  present  case,  and  that  we  must  decide  the  difference 
between  the  Judges  in  Laugher  v.  Pointer.  There  is  no 
satisfactory  evidence  of  any  selection,  by  which  this  mm 
was  made  the  defendant's  servant ;  the  question  is  thcie- 
fore  the  same  as  in  that  case.]  All  that  could  be  xsff^ 
on  both  sides  of  the  question  was  fully  stated  in  that  case, 
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and  it  is  needless  to  repeat  the  arguments  to  be  found  Exeh,  of  PUas, 

there.  v,i!J^ 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  Quarman 


In  this  Term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered 
by 

Parke,  B. — ^This  case  was  tried  before  my  Brother 
Mauley  when  he  had  a  seat  in  this  Court.  A^vgrdict  was 
given  for  the  plaintiff,  and  points  reserved,  which  were 
argued  before  my  BrotEers  Alderaon  and  Rolfe,  and  my- 
self, at  the  sittings  after  last  Term.  The  declaration  was 
in  case.  It  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a 
chaise  and  horse  which  he  was  driving ;  that  the  defend- 
ants weriB'  possessed  ofa  chariot,  to  which  two  horses  were 
harnessed,  which  ^atdf  carnage  and  horses  were  then  under 
the  care  of  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  defendants  so  care- 
lessly conducted  themselves,  that  through  the  carelessness 
and  negligence,  want  of  proper  caution,  and  improper  con- 
duct, of  the  defendants,  the  horses  so  harnessed  started 
off  with  the  carriage,  without  a  driver  or  other  person  to 
manage,  govern,  or  direct  the  same,  whereby  the  defend- 
ants' carriage  was  struck  against  the  plaintiff's  carriage, 
and  the  plaintiff  sustained  personal  injury. 

There  were  two  pleas — first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that 
the  carriage  and  horses,  or  either  of  them,  were  not  under 
the  care  of  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them. 

On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  two 
old  ladies,  who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  emplojdng  a  per- 
son of  the  name  of  Mortlock,  and  his  daughter,  who  suc- 
ceeded him  in  the  business  of  a  job-master,  to  supply 
them,  originally  with  a  fly  and  horse  and  driver,  by  the 
day,  at  a  certain  sum  for  the  whole;  but  about  three 
years  ago  they  became  possessed  of  a  carriage  of  their 
own^  since  which  they  had  been  furnished  by  Miss  Morto 
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tUy  with  a  pair  of  tiorsea  aii< 
da^  or  driTe,  for  Thicli  she  chained  and  i 
sum.  She  paid  the  driver  by  the  week 
ants  besides  gave  him  a  gratuity  for  ei 
For  the  last  three  years,  the  same  coai 
drove  the  defendants'  carriagej  and  the} 
livery  hat  and  coat  for  him,  which,  il 
tuually  hung  up  in  the  passage  of  the  d 
Mid  the  coachman,  before  he  drove,  wai 
going  in  and  putting  on  the  coat  and  1 
had  Eniahcd  the  drive,  of  returning  and 
On  the  day  in  question,  he  wore  the  Ytai 
he  had  returned  home  with  the  ladies,  a 
got  out  of  the  carriage,  the  coachman  w< 
the  hat,  and  left  the  horses  without  any  • 
and  they  set  off  whilst  the  coachman  was 
ran  against  the  plaintiff's  caniage,  overt 
flicted  serious  personal  injury  on  the 
doing  damage  to  the  carriage  itself.  ] 
there  was  no  other  rcgolar  coachman  in 
yard,  but  when  he  was  otherwise  empl< 
person  in  the  yard  acted  as  coachman, 
defendants  since  they  had  their  own  earn 
sionally  before. 

It  was  objected,  that  the  defendants 
because  the  damage  was  caused  by  tli 
coachman,  who  was  not  their  servant,  1 
his  mistress,  Miss  Mortlock. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  tha 
for  the  coachman's  neglect,  independen 
circumstances  of  the  case;  and  that  tli 
two  peculiar  grounds,  on  which  the  defea 
held  responsible.  First,  that  there  was 
a  jury  of  selection  and  choice-h^  A?_5 
particular  coachman,  so  aa  to  make  hi 
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and  secondly,  that  when  the  coq^man  went  in  to  leave  Bieh.  of  Pleat, 
his  hat,  hejrasj  in  so  doingj  acting  as  the  servants  of  the 
defendants,  and  therefore  his  neglect  was  theirs. 

The  jury  found  a  verEct  for  the  plaintiff,  with  198/.  9«. 
damages,  and  my  Brother  Meade  reserved  liberty  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

On  the  argument,  in  the  course  of  which  the  principal 
authorities  were  referred  to,  we  intimated  our  opinion 
that  we  should  be  called  upon  to  decide  the  point  which 
arose  in  the  case  of  Laiugher  v.  Pointer y  and  upon  which 
not  only  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  but  the  twelve  Judges 
differed;  as  the  special  circumstances  above  mentioned 
did  not  seem  to  us  to  make  any  difference :  and  we  are 
still  of  opinion  that  they  did  not.  It  is  undoubtedly  true,  . 
that  there  may  be  special  circumstances  which  may  render  \ 
the  hirer  of  job-horses  and  servants  responsible  for  the  ^ 
neglect  of  a  servant,  though  not  liable  by  virtue  of  the 
general  relation  of  master  and  servant.  He  may  become 
so  by  his  own  conduct,  as  by  taking  the  actual  manage- 
ment of  the  horses,  or  ordering  the  servant  to  drive  in 
a  particular  manner,  which  occasions  the  damage  com- 
plained  of,  or  to  absent  himself  at  one  particular  moment, 
and  the  like.  As  to  the  supposed  choice  of  a  particular 
servant,  my  Brother  Maule  thought  there  was  some  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury,  of  the  horses  being  under  the  de- 
fendants^ care,  in  respect  of  their  choosing  this  particular 
coachman.  We  feel  a  difficulty  in  saying  that  there  was 
any  evidence  of  choice,  for  the  servant  was  the  only  regu- 
lar coachman  of  the  job-mistress's  yard ;  when  he  was  not 
at  home,  the  defendants  had  occasionally  been  driven  by 
another  mm,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  at  any  time 
since  they  had  their  own  carriage,  the  regular  coachman 
was  engaged,  and  they  had  refused  to  be  driven  by  an- 
other; and  the  circumstance  of  their  having  a  livery,  for 
which  he  was  measured,  is  at  once  explained  by  the  fact, 
that  he  was  the  only  servant  of  Miss  Mortlock  ever  Hkcly 
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Efch.  of  Pleas,  to  drivc  them.  Without,  however,  pronouncing  any  op^^ 
v.^..^J-i^  ion  upon  a  point  of  so  much  nicety,  and  so  little  define^ 
UuARMAN  Qg  ii^Q  question  whether  there  is  some  evidence  to  go  toii 
Burnett,  jury,  of  any  fact,  it  seems  to  us,  that  if  the  defendant 
had  asked  for  this  particular  servant,  amongst  many,  and 
refused  to  be  driven  by  any  other,  they  would  not  hare 
been  responsible  for  his  acts  and  neglects.  If  the  dri- 
ver be  the  servant  of  a  job-master,  we  do  not  think  he 
ceases  to  be  so  by  reason  of  the  owner  of  the  carriage 
preferring  to  be  driven  by  that  particular  servant,  where 
;  there  is  a  choice  amongst  more,  any  more  than  a  hack 
post-boy  ceases  to  be  the  servant  of  an  innkeeper, 
where  a  traveller  has  a  particular  preference  of  one  o?cr 
the  rest,  on  account  of  his  sobriety  and  carefulness.  11^ 
indeed,  the  defendants  had  insisted  upon  the  horses 
being  driven,  not  by  one  of  the  regular  servants,  but  hy  a 
stranger  to  the  job-master,  appointed  by  themselves,  it 
would  have  made  all  the  difference.  Nor  do  we  think 
that  there  is  any  distinction  in  this  case,  occasioned  by  the 
fact  that  the  coachman  went  into  the  house  to  leave  his 
hat,  and  might  therefore  be  considered  as  acting  by  their 
directions,  and  in  their  service.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
any  special  order  in  this  case,  or  of  any  general  order  to  do 
so,  at  all  times,  without  leaving  any  one  at  the  horsesf  htok* 
If  there  had  been  any  evidence  of  that  kind,  the  defendants 
might  have  been  well  considered  as  having  taken  the  care 
of  the  horses  upon  themselves  in  the  meantime. 

Besides  these  two  circumstances,  the  fact  of  the  coadi" 
man  wearing  the  defendants'  livery  with  their  consent, 
whereby  they  were  the  means  of  inducing  third  persons 
to  believe  that  he  was  their  servant,  was  mentioned  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  as  a  ground  of  liability,  but  cannot 
affect  our  decision.  If  the  defendants  had  told  the  plaintf 
that  he  might  sell  goods  to  their  livery  servant,  and  had 
induced  him  to  contract  with  the  coachman,  on  the  footing 
of  his  really  being  such  servant,  they  would  have  been 
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liable  on  such  contract :  but  this  representation  can  only  B'ch.  of  pieat, 
conclude  the  defendants  with  respect  to  those  who  have 
altered  their  condition  on  the  faith  of  its  being  true.    In 
the  present  case^  it  is  matter  of  evidence  only  of  the  man  , 
being  their  servant^  which  the  fact  at  once  answers. 

We  are  therefore  compelled  to  decide  upon  the  question 
left  unsettled  by  the  case  of  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  in  which 
the  able  judgments  on  both  sides  have^  as  is  observed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Story  in  his  Book  on  Agency,  page  406, 
"  exhausted  the  whole  learning  of  the  subject,  and  should 
on  that  account  attentively  be  studied.'^  We  have  con- 
sidered them  fully,  and  we  think  the  weight  of  authority, 
and  legal  principle,  is  in  favour  of  the  view  taken  by  Lord 
Tenterden  and  Mr.  Justice  Littledale. 

The  immediate  cause  of  the  injury  is  the  personal 
neglect  of  the  coachman,  in  leaving  the  horses,  which  were 
at  the  time  in  his  immediate  care.  The  question  of  law  is, 
whether  any  one  but  the  coachman  is  Uable  to  the  party 
injured ;  for  the  coachman  certainly  is. 

Upon  the  principle  that  qui  facit  per  alium  facit  per  se,  ^ 
the  master  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  servant ;  and 
that  person  is  undoubtedly  liable,  who  stood  in  the  relation 
of  master  to  the  wrong-doer — ^he  who  had  selected  him  as 
his  servant,  from  the  knowledge  of  or  belief  in  his  skill 
and  care,  and  who  coidd  remove  him  for  misconduct,  and 
whose  orders  he  was  bound  to  receive  and  obey;  and 
whether  such  servant  has  been  appointed  by  the  master 
directly,  or  intermediately  through  the  intervention  of  an 
agent  authorized  by  him  to  appoint  servants  for  him,  can 
make  no  difference. 

But  the  liability,  by  virtue  of  the  principle  of  relation  of 
master  and  servant,  must  cease  where  the  relation  itself 
ceases  to  exist :  and  no  other  person  than  the  master  of 
such  servant  can  be  liable,  on  the  simple  ground,  that  the 
servant  is  the  servant  of  another,  and  his  act  the  act  of 
another;  consequently,  a  third  person  entering  into  a 
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Saceh.  of  PUat,  contract  with  the  master^  which  does  not  raise  the  relatioii 
^     ^'   .     of  master  and  servant  at  all^  is  not  thereby  rendered  Uabk ; 
auA&if  AN      and  to  make  such  person  liable,  recourse  must  be  had  to  a 
BuRMiTT.  X  different  and  more  extended  principle^  namely,  that  a  per- 
son is  liable  not  only  for  the  acts  of  his  own  Beryant,  but 
for  any  injury  which  arises  by  the  act  of  another  person, 
in  carrying  into  execution  that  which  that  other  per- 
son has  contracted  to  do  for  his  benefit.    That,  howerer, 
is  too  large  a  position,  as  Lord  Chief  Justice  JSyre  saji 
in  the  case  of  Bush  y.  Steinman  (a),  and  cannot  be  main- 
tained to  its  fidl  extent,  without  overturning  some  deci- 
sions, and  producing  consequences  which  would,  as  Lord 
TerUerden  observes,   "  shock  the  common  sense  (tf  all 
men :"  not  merely  woidd  the  hirer  of  a  post-chaise,  hack- 
ney-coach, or  wherry  on  the  Thames,  be  liable  fcx  the 
acts    of  the  owners  of  those  vehicles  if  they  had  the 
management  of  them,   or  their  servants  if  thej  were 
managed  by  servants,  but  the  purchaser  of  an  article  at  a 
shop,  which  he  had  ordered  the  shopman  to  bring  home 
for  him,  might  be  made  responsible  for  an  injury  com- 
mitted by  the  shopman's  carelessness,  whilst  passing  along 
the  street.  It  is  true  that  there  are  cases — ^for  instance,  that 
of  Bush  V.  Steinman,  Sly  v.  Edgley  (&),  and  others,  and  per- 
haps amongst  them  may  be  classed  the  recent  caseof  jR«s- 
^^dleson  v.  Murray-^m  which  the  occupiers  of  land  or  build- 
ings have  been  held  responsible  for  acts  of  others  than  tiidr 
servants,  done  upon,  or  near,  or  in  respect  of  their  propertj. 
But  these  cases  arc  well  distinguished  by  my  Brother  Ld* 
tledale,  in  his  very  able  judgment  in  Laugher  ▼.  PomUr. 

The  rule  of  law  may  be,  that  where  a  man  is  in  posMS- 
sion  of  fixed  property,  he  must  take  care  that  his  proper^ 
1  /  is  so  used  or  managed,  that  other  persons  are  not  injured; 
and  that,  whether  his  property  be  managed  by  his  own 
immediate  servants,  or  by  contractors  with  them,  or  their 
servants.     Such  injuries  are  in  the  nature  of  nuisances: 

(o)  1  Bos.  &  P.  404.  (6)  6  Esp.  6. 
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but  tiie  same  principle  wliich  applies  to  the  personal  occn-  SmK  of  PUa^ 
pation  of  land  or  houses  by  a  man  or  his  family,  does  not 
apply  to  personal  moveable  chattels,  which,  in  the  ordi- 
naiy  conduct  of  the  afifoirs  of  life,  are  intrusted  to  the  care 
and  management  of  others,  who  are  not  the  servants  of  the 
owners,  but  who  exercise  employments  on  their  own  ac- 
count with  respect  to  the  care  and  management  of  goods 
for  any  persons  who  choose  to  intrust  them  with  them.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  repeat  at  length  the  reasons  given  by  my 
Brother  lAUledale  for  this  distinction,  which  appear  to  us 
to  be  quite  satisfitctory;  and  the  general  proposition  above 
referred  to,  upon  which  only  can  the  defendants  be  liable 
for  the  acta  of  persons  who  are  not  their  servants,  seems 
to  us  to  be  untenable.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  defendants  were  not  liable  in  this  case,  and  the  rule 
must  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants 
on  the  second  issue. 

Bule  absolute. 


T 


The  Attobney-Qeneral  v.  Dunn  and  Another. 

HIS  was  an  information  against  the  defendants,  as  exe-  A  British  sub- 
cutors  of  Thomas  Boone  Tattnall  Boone,  deceased,  for  i^d  having  ^eai 
legacy  duties.    At  the  trial  before  Lord  ^4%cr,  C.  B.,  at  "^J^^^^Ei^ 
the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  a  special  ver-  ^*°^»  r®"' 

^  *  abroad  and  pur- 

chased, in  1828, 
the  title,  castle,  and  estate  of  R.,  in  the  Papal  States.  He  hired  Italian  domestic  servants, 
nude  and  female,  whom  he  kept  at  R.  until  his  death.  He  expended  large  sums  in  repair- 
ing and  improving  the  castle  and  grounds  of  R.,  which  repairs  and  improvements  were  going 
on  at  the  time  of  his  death.  He  did  not  make  R.  his  constant  residence,  but  from  1828  to 
18S1  aomethnes  occupied  it,  sometimes  lived  in  furnished  lodgings  in  the  towns  ad^jacent,  and 
at  other  times  visited  Rome,  Florence,  and  other  parts  of  Italy,  residing  in  furnished  lodgings. 
In  1831  he  came  to  England,  and  resided  in  different  parts  of  it  till  September,  1832.  In 
March,  1832,  he  tent  to  R.  several  cases  of  plate,  books,  and  wearing  apparel.  In  September. 
1832,  he  made  his  will  in  London.  In  the  same  month  he  left  England  and  went  to  Florence, 
where  he  remained  two  months,  and  thence  to  R. ;  he  then  lived,  sometimes  in  the  castie  of 
R.,  sometimes  in  furnished  lodgings  in  the  adjacent  towns,  till  October,  1833,  when  he  went  to 
Rome,  and  there  lived  in  furnished  lodgings  until  his  death  in  February,  1834: — Heldf  that  upon 
these  facts  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  testator's  having  actually  acquired  a  domicile  at  H.,  or 
elsewhere  abroad,  although  they  indicated  an  intention  to  make  R.  his  domicile :  that  his  Eng- 
lUh  domicile  therefore  remained,  and  legacy  duty  was  consequentiy  payable  on  the  bequests 
contained  in  his  will. 

QmrnrMt  whether  if  he  had  obtained  a  domicile  abroad,  legacy  duty  would  not  still  have  been 
payable. 
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Bich.  of  Pleat,  dict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  opinion  of  this  Courts 

which  stated  in  substance  as  follows. 

Thomas  Boone  Tattnall  Boone^  the  testator  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned^ was  bom  in  or  about  the  month  of  Ji|nel787; 
at  Nassau^  New  Providence^  in  the  Bahama  Islands.   Jolin 
Mubryne  Tattnall^  the  father  of  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  was 
a  British-bom  subject^  and^  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of  the 
said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  resided  at  Nassau  aforesaid,  and  then 
held  a  situation  in  the  service  of  his  then  Britannic  Majesty 
King  George  the  Third.     The  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  during 
his  infancy,  visited  England  for  the  purpose  of  his  education; 
and  in  or  about  the  8th  of  July,  1806,  was  admitted  a  stu- 
dent at  the  Inner  Temple,  with  a  view  of  his  being  called  to 
the  English  bar;  and  on  the  28th  of  June,  1816,  he  was  called 
to  the  English  bar,  and  upon  that  occasion  took  the  usiuJ 
oaths,  among  which  were  three  oaths  in  the  following  form, 
[setting  out  the  oaths  of  allegiance,  abjuration,  and  supre- 
macy] .     The  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  practised  as  a  barrister  at 
the  English  bar  from  the  time  of  his  having  been  so  called 
as  aforesaid  imtil  the  year  1822,  in  which  year  he  acquired 
a  large  addition  to  his  fortime  imdcr  the  will  of  Eliabeth 
Boone,  a  relation,  and  thereupon  he  applied  for  and  obtained 
a  license  of  his  then  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  to 
assume  and  use  the  surname  of  Boone  in  addition  to  his 
former  surname  of  Tattnall,  he  having  before  the  granting 
of  such  Ucense  used  and  been  known  by  the  names  of  Tho- 
mas Boone  Tattnall  only.     [The  appUcation  wd  license 
were  then  set  out].    The  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  in  pursuance 
of  such  license,  assumed  the  surname  of  Boone,  and  firom 
thence  continued  to  use  the  same. 

In  or  about  the  year  1824,  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone, 
then  being  in  England,  purchased  a  freehold  estate  con- 
taining about  eight  acres  of  land,  at  Lee,  in  the  county 
of  Kent,  and  some  few  years  afterwards  he  purchased  a 
few  feet  of  ground  to  gain  a  right  of  way  to  his  land;  and 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  purchases  and  conveyances 
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thereof  respectively^  became  and  was  seised  in  his  demesne  Exeh,  of  PUat, 
as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  said  pieces  of  land  respectively.     In     ^     ^      . 
the  said  year  1824  he  took  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years  of  a     Attorney- 
house  at  Islington^  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  which  he 
occupied  for  a  few  years^  but  afterwards  let  the  same^  and 
resided  in  lodgings  when  in  London.    At  the  time  of  the 
said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  so  assuming  the  surname  of  Boone  as 
aforesaid^  he  ceased  to  practise  as  a  barrister  at  the  Eng- 
lish bar^  and  firom  that  period  spent  the  greater  part  of 
his  time  in  travelling  abroad^  occasionally  visiting  Eng- 
land. 

In  or  about  the  month  of  May^  1828^  the  said  Thomas 
Boone  Tattnall  Boone  purchased  the  Marquisate^  castle^  and 
estate  of  Basina^  of  about  800  acres^  situated  in  the  Papal 
States^  with  the  exception  of  about  one  acre  which  is  situ- 
ate in  Tuscany.  The  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  hired  and 
engaged,  and  had  in  his  service  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease, Italian  domestics  and  other  servants  at  the  cas- 
tle of  Basina,  in  the  following  capacities; — that  is  to 
say,  a  steward  or  valet,  a  factor  or  baihff,  and  man-cook, 
and  a  gardener,  and  two  female  household  servants.  He 
expended  large  sums  of  money  in  repairing  the  said 
castle,  making  and  laying  out  the  grounds  thereto  be- 
longing, and  in  making  roads,  and  otherwise  improving 
the  said  estate  at  Basina,  and  such  improvements  were 
going  on  [at  the  -time  of  his  death.  From  the  11th 
September,  1828,  imtil  the  month  of  April,  1831,  he 
kept  all  the  before-mentioned  servants  at  Basina,  ex- 
cept as  hereinafter  mentioned,  although  he  did  not 
make  the  castle  of  Basina  his  constant  residence  during 
the  last-mentioned  period ;  but  when  in  that  neighbour- 
hood he  sometimes  occupied  the  same,  as  it  suited  his 
convenience,  and  sometimes  took  and  lived  in  furnished 
lodgings  in  the  town  adjacent  thereto:  at  other  times 
during  the  last-mentioned  period  he  visited  and  remained 
at  Bome^  Florence,  and  other  parts  of  Italy,  residing  on 
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Sgeh.  t/  PieoMt  those  occasioiis  in  furnished  lodgings;  snehTisits  to  Borne, 

^   ^^^'   .    Florence,  and  the  said  other  parts  of  Italy  haying  con- 

Attorney-    tinned  for  some  months  respectivelj.     It  was  the  habit  of 

o.  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  on  arriving  in  any  otne  of  the  said 

Dunn.        towns  where  he  so  passed  some  months  as  afimresaid,  after 

his  valet  had  provided  him  with  the  neoessajj  servants,  to 

send  the  said  valet  to  Basina,  to  look  after  the  said  works 

which  had  been  undertaken  at  the  said  estate. 

In  the  month  of  April,  1831,  he  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone 
set  off  firom  Florence,  where  he  had  been  previondy  sti^- 
ing,  with  his  said  valet,  and  arrived  at  Paris  on  the  Ist  of 
May  in  the  same  year,  and  a  few  days  afterwards  left 
Paris  for  Jersey  and  London,  in  which  capital  he  arrived 
on  the  22nd  of  June  then  next.    A  short  time  afterwards 
he  went  to  Cheltenham,  to  pass  the  remainder  of  the 
summer :  in  the  autumn  of  the  same  year  he  retomed  to 
London,   and  from  thence  went  to  Brighton,  at  wbidi 
latter  place  he  resided  until  the  month  of  March,  18S2| 
when  he  again  returned  to  London,  at  which  kst-men* 
tioned  place  he  remained  during  the  months  of  April  snd 
May,  and  part  of  June.    At  the  last-mentioned  time,  he 
sent  from  London  to  the  said  castle  and  estate  in  Italy,  a 
case  of  plate,  and  others  o!  books  and  wearing  qppsreL ' 
He  looked  over  his  freehold  estate  in  Kent  hereinbefcie 
mentioned,  residing  in  lodgings  at  Oreenwich,  from  tk 
middle  of  June,  1882,  until  the  month  <^  August  tba 
next,  at  which  last-mentioned  time  he  removed  to  LondoDy 
where  he  remained  in  furnished  lodgings  till  the  time  d 
his  departure  for  the  continent,  which  happened  in  the 
first  week  of  September,  1882 :  he  then  proceeded  firms 
England  to  Florence,  where  he  remained  for  the  qpaee  of 
about  two  months,  and  from  thence  to  the  said  estate  of 
B^sina.     The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone  then  Hved  it 
Basina,  and  in  the  neighbourhood  thereof,  sometimei  it 
the  castle  of  Hasina,  and  sometimes  in  furnished  lodgii^ 
in  the  towns  adjacent  thereto,  until  the  month  of  Oetober, 


MASTER   TEBM,  3  VICT. 


61B 


Attornst- 
Gbnrral 

9. 
DUNH. 


1833*     In  that  month  he,  taking  with  him  his  valet  and  a  Bxeh.  tf  PUas, 

man-cook,  and  leaving  his  other  servants  at  Rasina,  set  off 

from  the  said  estate  of  Basina,  and  went  to  Borne,  where 

he  took  fhmished  lodgings  No.  22,  via  Babbuino.    After 

three  weeks^  stay  at  Borne,  he  sent  his  valet  back  to 

Basina^  in  order  to  attend  to  the  works  which  were  in  pro* 

gress  there,  and  to  begin  a  new  road  which  was  to  lead  to 

the  Tratta  of  Peragia,  bnt  kept  the  said  man-cook  with 

him  at  Bome.     The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone,  after  a  few 

days'  illness,   died  in  the   same    lodgings.  No.  22,  via 

Babbuino,  at  Borne,  on  the  28th  of  February,  1834. 

The  said  Thomas  Boone  Tattnall  Boone  described  him* 
sel^  when  travelling  as  aforesaid  in  foreign  states,  as  a 
native  of  England,  and  was  so  described  in  the  pass- 
ports which  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  obtain  from  the 
proper  authorities  in  the  different  foreign  governments 
and  states  in  which  he  travelled  and  lived  as  aforesaid. 
The  passport  used  by  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone,  on  his 
before-mentioned  journey  from  Bome  to  Florence,  was 
granted  to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  Pope  of 
Bome,  on  the  30th  March,  1830,  and  in  such  passport  the 
said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  was  called  and  described  in  the  fol* 
lowing  words  in  the  Italian  language,  viz. — '^  II  Tommaso 
Tauttall  Bioone,  Inglese,  qid  domiciliato,  Marchese  di 
Basina ,•''— in  English,  "The  Signor  Thomas  Tattnall 
Boone,  an  Englishman  residing  in  this  city,  the  Marquis 
of  Raaina.^'  At  the  time  of  the  granting  of  this  pass- 
port, there  was  residing  at  Bome  a  British  Consul.  It  was 
customary  for  the  Papal  Government  not  to  grant  a  pass* 
port  to  a  foreigner  leaving  Bome,  if  there  were  in  Bome  a 
minister  representing  the  nation  to  which  such  foreigner 
belonged;  but  there  was  not  any  law  in  Bome  which  pro* 
hibited  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  Pope  from  granting 
passports  to  British  subjects  leaving  Bome,  and  such 
Secretary  of  State  had  fiill  authority  to  grant  such  pass* 
ports  if  he  thou^t  proper  so  to  do.     The  passport  used 
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Bxeh,  y  Pleat,  by  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone^  on  his  journey  iBrom  Florence 

to  Paris^  and  from  thence  to  St.  Malo  in  France^  on  his 
way  to  Jersey  and  England^  in  the  months  of  April  and 
May,  1831,  was  granted  to  him  by  the  Pope's  nuncio  resid- 
ing in  Florence.     On  the  1st  of  April,  1831,  and  at  the 
time  when  the  last-mentioned  passport  was  granted,  there 
was  residing  in  Florence  a  British  minister,  and  the  Flo- 
rentine authorities  were  also  themselves  in  the  habit  of 
granting  passports  to  the  persons  requiring  the  same.    In 
such  last-mentioned  passport  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  was 
called  and  described  in  the  following  words  in  the  Ita- 
lian language : — ''H  Tommaso  Tautall  Bioone,  Maichese 
di  Easina,  native  di  Inghilterra,  domiciliate  in  Boma." 
The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
said  last-mentioned  passport  in  the  following  words— 
''  T.  Tattnall  Boone.''    And  at  the  foot  of  the  passport 
there  was  a  note  or  memorandiun  in  the  Italian  language, 
in  the  words  following: — '^Belasciato  il  presente  di^ra 
altro  passuporto  scadate,  &  depositato  in   questa  Nun* 
ziatura  aplica" — ^in  Enghsh,  "  The  present  granted  on  the 
receipt  of  the  former  passport  expired,  and  deposited  in 
this  Apostolical  Nunciature."     The  said  former  passport 
mentioned  in  the  said  note  or  memorandum,  was  the 
passport  so  granted  at  Rome  to  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone 
in  manner  aforesaid.     It  has  always  been  customary  for 
the  government  of  Tuscany  not  to  grant  a  new  passport  to 
a  foreigner,  if  there  were  in  Tuscany  a  minister  represent- 
ing the  nation  to  which  such  foreigner  belonged,  or  repre- 
senting the  nation  by  whose  government  the  passport  had 
been  granted,  under  the  protection  of  which  such  foreigner 
had  come  to  Florence ;  and  it  has  been  usual  for  any  such 
foreigner,  in  the  event  of  the  loss  of  a  passport,  or  the 
expiration  of  its  stated  term,  to  address  himself  to  either  of 
such  last-mentioned  ministers,  and  to  obtain  from  either 
of  them  a  new  passport;   and  there  was  not  nor  is  there 
any  law  in  Florence,  which  prohibited  the  Pope's  nnndo 
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residing  in  Florence,  from  granting  a  passport  to  a  British  ^<?*-  «/  P^^t 
subject  leaving  Florence,  if  he  thought  proper  so  to  do.  >      ^  '  ^ 

In  the  police  regulations  in  force  at  Paris,  in  the  month     ^torney- 
of  May,  1831,  a  direction  is  contained  in  tho  following  v. 

words  in  the  French  language — "  Tout  etranger  arrivat  a 
Paris  avec  un  passeport  delivr6  par  une  autorit^  de  la 
nation  a  laquelle  il  appartient,  doit  etre  renvoye  devant 
son  ambassadeur,  pour  faire  legaliser  la  signature  de  cette 
autorite,  et  ce  n'est  qu'apres  qu'elle  a  ete  ainsi  certifiee, 
que  la  Prefecture  accorde  une  permission  de  sejour,  ou  un 
visa  de  depart;'^  that  is  to  say — "Every  foreigner  arriv- 
ing at  Paris  with  a  passport  granted  by  an  authority  of  the 
nation  to  which  he  belongs,  ought  to  be  sent  to  his  Am- 
bassador, in  order  that  the  signature  of  that  authority  may 
be  legalised,  and  it  is  only  after  it  has  been  so  certified, 
that  the  Prefecture  grants  to  the  holder  a  permission  to 
reside,  or  visa  of  departure/'  The  *'  country  to  which  the 
foreigner  belongs^'  is  understood  by  the  police  authorities 
at  Paris  to  be  the  country  of  which  he  is  stated  in  his 
passport  to  be  a  native ;  and  upon  a  foreigner  arriving  in 
Paris,  being  the  holder  of  a  passport  upon  which  had  been 
obtained  a  "  visa,''  signed  either  by  the  Ambassador  of  the 
country  of  which  such  holder  is,  or  upon  the  face  of  the 
passport  is  described  to  be  a  native,  the  poUce  authorities  of 
Paris  have  been  accustomed  to  grant  to  the  holder  of  the 
passport  their  permission  to  reside,  or  a  visa  of  departure. 
The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone,  on  the  19th  May,  1831, 
then  being  in  Paris,  and  about  to  leave  that  place  on  his 
said  journey  to  St.  Malo,  Jersey,  and  England  as  afore- 
said, presented  the  before-mentioned  passport,  granted  to 
him  in  Florence  by  the  Pope's  nuncio  residing  there  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  British  Ambassador  then  residing  at 
Paris,  for  his  signature,  and  the  said  Ambassador  then 
signed  the  same ;  and  the  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone,  on 
the  20th  of  the  said  month  of  May,  1831,  presented  the 
said  passport  to  the  proper  officer  of  police  in  Paris  for 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,  signature^  and  the  said  officer  then  signed  the  same. 
v^_^^^_L^  There  was  residing  in  Paris,  during  the  whole  of  1831,  a 
Attorney-     nuncio  or  minister  from  the  Pope  of  Rome. 

General 

V.  The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone  never  at  any  time  ob- 

tained from  his  late  Majesty  King  "William  the  Fourth,  or 
from  his  late  Majesty  George  the  Fourth,  any  license, 
grant,  or  other  authority  to  use,  assume,  or  bear  the  title 
of  Marquis  of  Rasina,  or  any  other  foreign  title  of  honour. 

At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas  B.  T. 
Boone,  he  was  considered  by  the  government  authorities 
at  Rome  to  be  an  English  subject,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  and  custom  adopted  at  Rome  when  Engliali 
subjects  die  there,  all  the  property  and  effects  of  the  said 
Thomas  B.  T.  Boone,  which  were  then  in  his  lodgings  at 
Rome,  were  taken  possession  of  by  the  English  Consnl  at 
Rome,  for  the  executors  of  the  will  of  the  said  Thomas 
B.  T.  Boone. 

The  said  Thomas  B.  T.  Boone,  whilst  he  was  in  Eng- 
land, in  August  1832,  as  aforesaid,  disposed  of  his  said 
leasehold  house  at  Islington,  and  also  at  the  same  time  sold 
his  freehold  property  in  the  county  of  Kent.  He  at  that 
period  further  caused  notice  to  be  given  of  calling  in 
£2000  which  were  owing  to  him,  and  secured  by  a  m(wrt- 
gage  of  some  freehold  and  leasehold  houses  in  London 
and  in  the  county  of  Essex,  but  did  not  succeed  in  obtain- 
ing  payment  thereof. 

Whilst  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone  was  in  England,  in  Sep- 
tember 1832,  he  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  as  follows  :— 

"This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me,  Thomas 
Boone  Tattnall  Boone,  now  residing  at  65,  Regent  Street, 
London.  I  give  my  property  in  the  Papal  States,  calfcd 
Rasina,  and  the  plate,  china,  books,  and  pictures,  to  my 
brother.  I  give  my  carriages  and  harness  to  my  mother. 
I  give  £100  a-year  to  my  sister,  Mrs.  De  la  Houssaje, 
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during  my  mother's  life.     £500  sterling  I  give  to  my  is*«*-  of  pieai, 
faithful  servant  Angelo  Boncinelli,  and  my  gold  watch,  ^ 

chain,  and  seals,  and  £500  to  his  wife,  Kosina  Boncinelli,     Attorney- 

*  '  .  General 

to  be  settled  on  her  in  Italy.     I  give  the  interest  accrmng  ». 

firom  all  the  rest  of  ray  property  in  possession,  remainder, 
and  reversion,  to  my  mother  during  her  life :  afterwards 
one-half  of  the  interest  to  my  brother,  and  one-half  of  the 
interest  to  my  sister:  upon  the  death  of  my  sister,  the  capi- 
tal to  go  to  her  children,  if  she  have  any,  and  if  not,  to  my 
brother;  upon  the  death  of  my  brother,  the  capital  to  go  to 
his  children.  I  appoint  Ralph  Brown  and  Henry  Words- 
worth, 82,  Threadneedle  Street,  London,  (the  defendants), 
my  executors,  giving  them  £100  each.  Dated  the  4th 
day  of  September,  1832. 

''T.  B.  Tattnall  Boone,  (L.  S.) 

'*  Signed  and  sealed  in  the  presence 
of  Charles  Stokes,  65,  Regent 
Street,  Piccadilly,  London.^* 

The  said  Ralph  Brown  and  Henry  Wordsworth  are 
strangers  in  blood  to  the  testator,  and  British-bom  sub- 
jects, resident  in  the  city  of  London,  and  attornies  of 
this  Court;  and  they,  on  the  death  of  the  said  T.  B.  T. 
Boone,  took  upon  themselves  the  burden  of  the  execution 
of  the  said  will,  and  duly  proved  the  same  in  the  Preroga- 
tive Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  on  the  7th 
day  of  April,  1834. 

[The  case  then  stated,  that  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  was  possessed  of  the  said  real  estate  at  Rasina,  and 
of  the  live  stock  and  effects  therein ;  and  that  he  had  then 
no  real  estate  in  this  country :  it  then  set  forth  the  parti- 
culars of  his  personal  estate ;  that  the  executors  had  as- 
sented to  the  several  legacies  bequeathed  by  the  will,  and 
retained  the  amount  for  the  legatees ;  it  then  stated  the 
value  of  the  several  specific  legacies;  and  that  no  duty 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  had  been  paid  in  respect  of  the  said  bequests,  or  any 
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them ;  and  that  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  in  Ec^ 
land,  after  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  amounted  to 
£14,000.] 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
under  the  facts  found  in  the  special  verdict,  legacy  dat7 
were  payable  in  respect  of  the  bequests  contained  in  the 
will  of  the  said  T.  B.  T.  Boone. 


The  Attorney-General,  for  the  Crown. — ^The  first  qua- 
tion  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether,  upon  the  &di 
stated  in  the  special  case,  the  testator  had  acquired  t 
domicile  in  the  Papal  States  [a).  It  will  not  be  disputed 
that  he  was  previously  domiciled  in  England.  He  residel 
here  for  many  years,  was  called  to  the  bar,  purchased  pitK 
perty  in  England,  and  had  all  the  rights  belonging  to  in 
Englishman  and  a  member  of  the  bar.  Nor  can  the  genenl 
doctrine  be  denied,  that  the  original  domicile  remains  untfl 
another  has  been  acquired.  Then  how  can  it  be  said  that 
a  foreign  domicile  has  been  acquired  in  this  case?  It  could 
not  be  by  merely  travelling  abroad,  or  by  purchasing  an 
estate  in  a  foreign  state.  K  the  testator  had  died  dunng 
the  interval  when  he  was  in  England  in  1831  and  1832,  it 
which  time  he  made  his  will,  could  it  have  been  said  Uf 
property  would  not  be  subject  to  legacy  duty,  and  that  he 
must  not  then  have  been  considered  as  domiciled  in  Ui 
native  country?  [Parkey  B. — He  might  retain  all  the 
rights  of  a  British  subject,  if  he  were  ever  so  much  domi- 


(a)  The  Court  suggested,  that 
the  question  what  was  the  domicile 
of  the  testator,  was  a  question  of 
fact,  which  ought  in  strictness  to 
have  heen  found  by  the  jury :  and 
it  was  agreed  between  the  counsel 
;>n  both  sides  (although  the  Attor- 
ney-General insisted  that  it  was  a 


question  of  law)  that  the  Coot 
should  be  at  liberty,  upon  the  (kd 
stated  in  the  case,  to  find  wliete 
the  testator  had  or  had  notaeqoini 
a  domicile  in  the  Papal  States^  oA 
that  such  finding  should  be  inserted 
in  the  special  verdict,  and  shooU  be 
final. 
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1  a  foreign  country,  because  domicile  and  national  ^«*«  pf  P^^» 

ter  are  quite  different  things.]      Surely  not,  if  it 

lear  that  he  had  abandoned  his  country.     It  was, 

,  even  doubted  in  Curling  v.  Tkomton  (a),  whether 

;lishman  could  acquire  a  foreign  domicile.     [Parke, 

lat  is  altogether  overruled  by  Stanley  v.  Bemes  (4).] 

ibt;  and  it  will  not  be  disputed  that  an  English 

;  may  acquire  a  foreign  domicile,  with  reference  to  a 

entary  disposition,  so  that  if  he  makes  a  will,  it  will 

3rmined  by  the  law  of  the  domicile,  not  by  the  forum 

s,  and  if  he  dies  intestate,  his  personal  property  will 

ributed  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile,  not^ac- 

5  to  that  of  the  locus  rei  sitae.    But  there  is^no  pre- 

Tor  saying,  that  the  testator  in  the  present  case  had 

Qently  abandoned  his  country :  he  had,  indeed,  pur- 

the  title  and  estate  of  Rasina,  but  it  is  not  because 
m  has  a  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  to  which  he 
3  occasionally,  that  he  is  domiciled  in  that  country. 
1  occasions  Mr.  Boone  described  himself  as  a  native 
;landj  he  applied  to  the  English  Ambassador  to 
is  passport  vis^,  not  to  the  Nuncio  of  the  Pope ;  and 
,  he  was  considered  an  English  subject  by  the  authori- 
Rome;  his  property  was  taken  possession  of  by  them 
property  of  any  English  subject  would  be  who 
L  itinere  at  Bx)me ;  and  they  could  best  judge  whe- 
3  was  to  be  treated  as  an  English  subject,  or  as  hav- 
:x)me  a  subject  of  the  Papal  States.  He  resided  only 
anally  at  Basina;  for  months  together  he  lived  in 
nt  towns  in  Tuscany  and  elsewhere,  not  merely  at 
,  but  in  lodgings;  and  it  might  just  as  reasonably  be 
ded,  that  he  was  domiciled  in  Tuscany. 

of  the  leading  authorities  on  the  subject  of  the  law 
licile  is  that  of  Bruce  v.  Bruce  (c).     In  that  case  it 


2  Addams,  14.  (b)  3  Hagg.  373. 

(c)  2  Bos.  &  P.  229,  D. ;  6  Bro.  P.  C.  566. 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  was  held  in  the  House  of  Lords^  that  a  Scotchman  wIk) 

entered  into  the  service  of  the  East  India  Company,  and 
served  in  India  as  an  officer  in  their  army,  was  domidied 
in  the  East  Indies,  the  Company  being  considered  in  the 
nature  of  foreign  sovereigns.     But  the  testator  in  this 
case  accepted  no  office  under  the  Pope,  and  did  nothing 
to  attach  him  to  any  foreign  government.      In  Somervilk 
V.  SomerviUe  (a),  although  Lord  Somerville  had  a  house  and 
resided  a  great  part  of  the  year  in  England,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  domiciled  in  Scotland,  the  domicile  of  origin 
never  having  been  lost.     In  Curling  v.  Thornton^  one  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  party  had  in  fact  acquired  a  foreign 
domicile,  and  upon  that  point  the  judgment  of  Sir  /o^ 
Nicholl  is  unimpeached.   He  says — "  The  facts  relied  upon 
in  the  allegation  by  way  of  defeating  the  claim  of  this  viO 
to  probate,  are  these :  that  in  1815  the  deceased  went  to 
France,  and  finally  withdrew  from  England  in  1816,  the 
following  year;  that  in  1817  he  applied  for  and  obtained 
a  royal  ordonnance,  authorizing  him  to  fix  his  domicile  in 
that  country,  and  assuring  to  him,  during  his  residence 
there,  the  enjoyment  of  all  civil  rights ;  that  he  contmued 
resident  from  that  time  till  his  death  there  in  March; 
1825,  only  once  in  that  time  coming  over  to  England, 
merely  to  transact   matters  of  business  (one  being  the 
making  of  the  will  in  question);  finally,  that  he  removed 
nearly  all  his  moveable  eficcts  to  France,  and  purchased 
an  estate  or  estates  there  in  1817,  which  estate  or  estates 
he  actually  retained  to  the  time  of  his  death.''    And  the 
learned  Judge  upon  those  facts — stronger  than  any  which 
exist  in  the  present  case — ^intimated  a  clear  opinion  that 
Colonel  Thornton  was  not  to  be  considered  domiciled  in 
France,  as  not  having  completely  and  permanently  aban- 
doned his  forum  originis.     In  Stanley  v.  Bemes,  where  the 
testatorwas  held  to  have  acquired  a  domicile  abroad, the  facts 


(a)  5  Ves.  787. 
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were  very  strong  indeed.  There,  the  deceased  was  a  native  E»oK  of  puas, 
of  Ireland;  he  went  to  Lisbon  prior  to  the  year  1770;  in 
1809  he  went  to  Madeira ;  and  from  the  time  he  first  left 
Ireland  he  was  resident  in  the  Portuguese  dominions.  In 
1770  he  abjured  the  Protestant  religion;  he  married  a 
person,  who,  although  of  Irish  extraction,  was  a  native  of 
Portugal,  and  a  Catholic;  his  children  were  all  brought  up 
as  Catholics,  and  all  the  inmates  of  his  house  were  of  that 
fedth :  and  he  had  signed  the  bond  of  allegiance  to  Por- 
tugal. In  1823,  he  made  a  declaration  of  adherence  to  the 
Portuguese  Constitution,  which  was  required  to  be  taken 
by  all  Portuguese  subjects  who  held  offices  or  received 
pensions.  It  is  clear,  that  if  it  be  possible  for  a  British 
subject  to  acquire  a  foreign  domicile,  it  was  done  in  that 
case :  the  party  went  when  young  to  a  foreign  country ;  he 
had  no  property  or  residence,  no  profession  or  status  in 
his  native  country;  he  took  the  oath  of  allegiance  to  a 
foreign  Government ;  he  was  there  naturalized,  married, 
and  had  property,  and  for  a  long  period  of  years  was  en- 
tirely the  subject  of  that  adopted  country.  In  no  single 
particular  is  a  parallel  to  be  drawn  between  that  case 
and  the  present.  Here  the  testator  did  nothing  in  a 
foreign  country  but  what  a  mere  traveller  might  do ;  he 
never  took  upon  himself  allegiance  to  any  foreign  power ; 
he  always  treated  and  described  himself  as  an  English- 
man. 

[The  Attorney-General  then  proceeded  to  argue,  that 
even  assuming  the  testator  to  have  acquired  a  domicile  in 
the  Papal  States,  his  personal  property  in  England  would 
be  liable  to  legacy  duty:  but  as  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  had  no  reference  to  this  point,  the  arguments 
upon  it  are  omitted.  He  cited  Attorney-General  v. 
Cockerell  (a).  Attorney -General  v.  Beatson  {b),  Logan  v. 


(a)  1  Price,  165. 


(6)  7  Price,  560. 
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R,  V,  Richards,  for  the  defendants. — ^The  case  plainly 
divides  itself  into  two  parts :  the  first  a  question  of  hd, 
whether  the  testator  was  or  was  not  domiciled  in  the  Papal 
States;  and  the  second^  if  that  fact  be  found  in  &TOiir  of 
the  defendants^  whether  he^  being  so  domiciled,  is  a  party 
coming  within  the  description  intended  by  the  word  "per- 
son/^ in  the  clause  of  the  55th  Qeo.  3^  c.  184,  Sched.  Part 
2,  imposing  the  legacy  duty. 

The  first  point  that  presents  itself  for  consideration  is, 
what  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  «  domicile/'  a  term  in- 
troduced in  modem  times  only  into  the  laws  of  this  conn- 
try.  The  synonyme  given  to  it  in  the  dictionaries  is 
'^  house/'  or  "  home."  Wherever  a  man's^  home  is,  that 
is  his  domicile :  to  what  country  he  owes  alleffiance,  is  alto- 
gether a  difierent  matter.  Nor  can  the  intention  of  re- 
turning to  his  native  country  prevent  the  acquiring  of  a 
domicile  abroad.  Every  person  who  goes  to  India  in  the 
service  of  the  Company,  every  merchant  who  goes  abroad 
to  conduct  his  business,  goes  with  the  expectation  and 
intention  of  returning  at  some  period.  He  is  not  less  a 
native  of  England,  because  he  resides  and  is  domiciled 
abroad ;  and  the  manner  in  which  he  describes  himself  in 
passports  or  otherwise,  cannot  affect  the  question  of  domi- 
cile. In  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  Lord  Thurhw  thus  explains  the 
doctrine  of  domicile : — "  A  person's  origin^  in  a  question 
of  where  is  his  domicile,  is  to  be  reckoned  but  as  one  cir- 


(fl)  12  Sim.  &Stu.  284;  1  Myl. 
&  Cr.  59. 

{h)  IC.  &  J.  151. 

(c)  2  C.  &  J.  101 ;  S.  C.  on 
error  in  Dom.  Proc,  8  Bligh,  15; 


2  Clark  &  F.  48. 
(rf)  2  C.  &  J.  436. 
{e)  lb.  385. 
(/)  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  256. 
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cumstance  in  evidence^  which  may  aid  other  circum-  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
stances :  but  it  is  an  enormous  proposition^  that  a  person  is  ^^0. 
to  be  held  domiciled  where  he  drew  his  first  breath,  with- 
out adding  something  more  unequivocal.  A  person^s  being 
at  a  place  is  prim&  facie  evidence  that  he  is  domiciled  at 
that  place,  and  it  lies  on  those  who  say  otherwise,  to  rebut 
that  evidence.  It  may  be  rebutted,  no  doubt :  a  person 
travelling — on  a  visit — he  may  be  there  some  time  on  ac- 
count of  his  health,  or  business ;  a  soldier  may  be  ordered 
to  Flanders,  and  be  detained  at  one  place  there  for  many 
months: — the  case  of  ambassadors.  Sec.  But  what  will 
make  a  person^s  domicile  or  home,  in  contradiction  to 
these  cases,  must  occur  to  every  one.  A  British  man 
settles  as  a  merchant  abroad ;  he  enjoys  the  privileges  of 
the  place ;  he  may  mean  to  return  when  he  has  made  his 
fortune;  but  if  he  dies  in  the  interval,  will  it  be  main- 
tained that  he  had  his  domicile  at  home?^^  Applying 
the  rule  there  laid  down,  which  was  adopted  in  SomervUle  v. 
SomerviUe^  the  only  question  is,  what  is  the  home,  or  per- 
manent residence,  of  the  party  at  a  particular  period? 
Now,  upon  the  facts  found  in  this  case,  does  it  not  appear 
that  the  deceased  was  domiciled  at  Rasina?  or,  at  all 
events,  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  domiciled  in  England? 
Here  the  original  domicile  was  in  the  Bahama  Islands ;  the 
domicile  in  England  was  an  acquired  one,  and  the  facts 
shew  that  he  subsequently  abandoned  that  also,  and  as- 
sumed a  new  domicile  abroad.  In  1828  his  intention  was 
clearly  formed  to  reside  permanently  at  Hasina,  and  make 
that  his  domicile;  and  in  1832  that  intention  was  com- 
pleted. The  circumstances  of  his  hiring  household  ser- 
vants of  all  kinds,  and  of  his  carrying  on  improvements 
there  for  several  years,  evinced  an  intention  to  make  it  his 
home :  the  sending  of  his  plate  and  books  shewed  it  still 
more  clearly.  In  the  same  year,  1832,  he  disposed  of  his  real 
property  in  Kent,  and  sold  his  house  at  Islington ;  thereby 
completely  breaking  up  his  domicile  here.    Where  had  he 
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Etch,  of  PUa$,  after  that  time  any  ?u)m€  in  England?     [Lord  Abinger, 

C.  B. — ^You  make  out   a  very  probable  case  that  he  in- 
tended to  make  Rasina  his  permanent  residence  and  domi- 
cile ;  but  that  is  a  very  different  question  firom  whether 
he  had  actually  done  so.     We  cannot  tell^  firom  the  case, 
whether  he  ever  resided  a  week  together  at  Rasina.]     The 
argument  is^  that  he  had  selected  it  as  his  permanent 
home^  having  abandoned  and  broken  up  his  English  domi- 
cile ;  although  the  improvements  going  on  there  prevented 
his  constant  and  regular  residence.     [Parke,  B. — Suppose 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  testator  has  acquired  no  domi- 
cile abroad  since  he  had  a  domicile  in   England^  then 
you  do  not  dispute  that  the  old  domicile  remains^  and 
that  his  property  is  liable  to  pay  the  legacy  duty?]    No; 
but  it  is  contended^   that  assuming  him  not  to  be  do- 
miciled at  Rasina^  still  he  had  abandoned  his  domicile 
in  England^  and  assumed  one  in  the  Papal  States.    [He 
was  then  proceeding  to  the  second  point,  when  the  Court 
intimated  that  it  was  imnecessary  to  hear  him  on  that 
point,  as  they  were  against  him  on  the  former.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^We  are  all  agreed  that  there  is  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  establish  any  domicile  after  Mr. Boone 
quitted  England.     We  have  considered  it  very  much,  and 
with  some  anxiety.    My  impression  at  first  was,  that  there 
might  be ;  but  I  now  think,  that  if  I  were  on  a  jury,  I 
could  not  find  that  fact,  unless  I  were  prepared  to  find  that 
an  intention  is  the  same  thing  as  an  act.     I  cannot  find 
that  the  testator  is  remaining  in  any  one  place ;  and  irith 
respect  to  Rasina,  the  e\idence  does  not  enable  us  to  say 
that  he  was  there  for  a  week  at  a  time,  or  that  his  house 
was  furnished ;  and  when  he  was  there,  he  did  not  hve  in 
the  house,  but  in  towns  adjacent,  and  in  ready-furnished 
lodgings.     It  does  not  appear,  on  the  facts  of  this  case, 
that  at  any  one  time  he  was  there  for  more  than  a  short 
period.     He  had  an  intention,  probably,  of  making  that 
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his  permanent  residence,  after  he  had  completed  certain  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
improvements;  but  in  the  meantime  he  was  wandering 
about  in  the  towns  of  Italy.  There  is  no  more  reason  for 
saying  he  was  resident  in  the  Papal  States,  than  that  he 
was  resident  at  Florence :  he  appears  to  have  been  some 
time  in  each  place,  but  in  ready-furnished  lodgings,  and  in 
all  of  them  it  was  as  a  man  passing  from  place  to  place.  A 
man  may  travel  about  the  continent  for  four  or  five  years, 
amusing  himself  at  the  bathing  places,  or  visiting  galleries 
of  works  of  art;  yet  however  long  he  may  remain,  it  does 
not  constitute  a  domicile  in  any  of  those  places,  more 
especially  if  he  has  had  a  domicile,  which  he  never  loses 
until  he  has  acquired  another.  I  think  that  in  this  case 
there  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  us  to  determine  that  in  fact 
Mr.  Boone  was  domiciled  either  at  Rasina,  or  at  any  other 
place  abroad;  in  that  case  it  is  admitted  that  he  retained 
his  English  domicile :  and  if  he  did,  it  is  equally  admitted 
that  the  legacy  duties  are  payable.  I  express  no  opinion 
upon  the  question  whether  they  would  be  payable,  if  the 
Court  thought  that  his  domicile  was  abroad,  although  I 
entertain  an  opinion  on  that  subject :  but  we  are  all  agreed, 
as  the  counsel  have  proposed  to  put  us  in  the  place  of 
a  jury,  and  we  are  to  find  as  a  fact  what  ought  to  have 
been  found  by  the  special  verdict,  that  although  it  is  pro- 
bable, that  if  the  testator  had  lived,  he  would  have  lived 
at  Rasina,  and  made  it  his  domicile,  there  is  no  evidence 
of  anything  more  than  intention,  and  that  we  cannot  find 
that  he  was  domiciled  either  at  Rasina,  or  in  any  other 
part  of  the  continent.  His  English  domicile  therefore 
remains. 


Parke,  B. — ^I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me,  that,  giving  full  effect  to  all  the  evidence,  the 
only  conclusion  that  we  can  arrive  at,  is  that  of  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  fix  his  domicile  somewhere 
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Exch.  of  PUat,  abroad^  probably  at  Basina.  Very  likely,  if  liis  house  at 
1840.  Rasina  had  been  fitted  up,  and  he  had  gone  there  to  re- 
side for  some  weeks  or  months,  we  might  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  he  had  fixed  his  domicile  there.  But,  upon 
the  facts  disclosed  in  the  special  verdict,  I  think  the  Court 
cannot  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  it  was  un- 
certain :  there  is  no  certainty,  I  think,  of  anything  except 
of  his  intention  to  change  his  domicile.  It  is  admitted, 
that  Ids  former  domicile  continued  until  not  only  an  in- 
tended, but  until  an  actual,  acquiring  of  a  new  one.  If  it 
had  appeared  that  the  testator^s  domicile  had  been  in 
the  Papal  States,  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  saj 
that  I  have  made  up  my  mind  what  legacy  duty  wonld 
have  been  payable:  that  subject  requires  a  good  deal 
of  consideration.  There  is  no  small  difficulty  in  recon- 
ciling the  principles  of  all  the  cases  which  have  preceded 
this. 


Alderson,  B'. — Independently  of  the  facts  of  the  case 
shewing  a  domicile  in  England,  there  is  nothing  to  nhew 
a  domicile  out  of  England :  all  the  facts  stated  at  the 
beginning  of  the  special  verdict  are  consistent  with  thetes- 
tator^s  being  an  English-bom  subject.  I  wish,  howerer, 
to  guard  myself  particularly  against  the  conclusion,  that 
if  the  domicile  had  been  in  the  Papal  States,  the  Crown 
would  not  have  been  entitled  to  the  duties.  As  at  pr^ 
sent  advised,  I  think  it  would. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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HiNDLE  V.  POLLITT  (fl).  ^ 

UeBT  on  bond^  dated  20th  of  March,  1828,  in  the  penal  where,  at  the 
sum   of  £2Q0.    The  declaration  set  forth  the  condition,  'fock*©/ ?he  de- 
whereby — after  reciting  that  the   defendant  had  been  Pendant,  the 

•^  °  tenant  of  a 

tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  also  that  he  ought  to  have  farm,  w.,  the 

.•I  .  /•j^iii  1  111  tenant  of  an  ad» 

given  up  the  possession  of  the  lands  and  grounds  belong-  joining  farm, 
ing  to  a  certain  farm,  called  Stanley  House,  on  the  2nd  Jl^^f^'anTb 
day  of  February  then  last,  and  of  the  buildings  belonging  ^^«  defendant's 
to  the  said  farm  on  the  12th  day  of  May  then  next,  ac-  them  on  the  de- 
cording  to  the  terms  of  his  notice ;  and  also  reciting,  that  for  some  we^s 
the  plaintiff  had  consented  and  agreed  to  waive  the  said  **""«»°5  P»^o- 

*  ^^  vender  from  his 

notice,  and  to  allow  the  defendant  to  continue  his  occu-  o^n  farm  to 

i«ii         1  ^^^^  them : — 

pancy  of  the  said  farm,  with  the  closes  of  land  and  out-  Held,  that  the 

buildings  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  and  then  by  these'cowt 

occupied  therewith  by  the  defendant,  for  and  during  the  ^a«  manure 

term  of  one  year  then  next  ensuing,  to  be  computed  as  to  farm,  and  that 

the  land  from  the  2nd  day  of  February  then  last,  and  as  of  it  by  w. 

to  the  buUdings  from  the  12th  day  of  May  then  next,  on  ^"he  Von^di''. 

condition  that  the  defendant   should  sign  a  warrant  of  tionofabond, 

.  whereby  the 

attorney  m  ejectment,  to  quit  the  said  farm  and  premises  defendant  had 

at  the  expiration  of  the  said  year  to  be  computed  as  afore-  hii^iandiorT^ 

said,  which  he  the  defendant  had  accordingly  done,  and  iJ^^^j^^ J®**^^  ^ 

also  on  condition  that  the  defendant  should  execute  the  all  the  manure 

said  writing  obligatory : — it  was  conditioned,  that  if  the  then  collected 

defendant,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  did  and  ;^Id!o7on^an; 

should  put  and  spread  all  the  manure  and  compost  then  other  part  of  the 

"^  *  farm,  on  the 

collected  in  the  midden-stead,  or  on  any  other  part  of  the  meadow  land, 

said  farm,  on  the  meadow  land  to  the  said  farm  belonging,  geii,  cart,  or 

immediately  after  the  execution  of  the  said  writing  obli-  ^y'dJn*^  com- 

gatory,  and  did  not  nor  should  sell,  cart,  or  convey  away  po«t,  or  manure 

from  the  said 

any  dung,  compost,  or  manure  from  the  said  farm,  nor  farm." 
plough  or  sow  with  com  any  part  of  the  said  farm,  except 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  in  Hilary  Term. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  close  called  the  Stone  Bridge  Meadow,  nor  break  up 
'  ^  or  set  with  potatoes  any  part  of  the  said  farm,  except  the 
HiNDLE  Blackholes  in  the  close  called  the  Rails  Meadow,  nor  mow 
PoLLiTT.  any  of  the  pasture  land  belonging  to  the  said  farm;  nor 
take  any  cattle  to  agist,  nor  sell,  nor  permit  to  be  sold, 
any  of  the  hay  produced  on  the  said  farm,  before  the  25tl 
day  of  December  then  next,  but  did  and  should  in  all 
respects  cultivate  and  manage  the  said  farm  in  a  husband- 
like  manner,  and  leave  all  the  buildings  thereto  belonging 
(main  walls  and  principal  timbers  excepted)  in  good  repair 
and  condition,  to  be  approved  by  one  J.  P.  of  fee.;  and 
also  did  and  should  pay  unto  the  plaintiff  the  yearly  rent 
or  sum  of  £135  for  the  said  year,  to  be  computed  as  afore- 
said, the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £135  to  become  doe 
on  the  1st  day  of  May  then  next;  and  also  did  and  shonid; 
immediately  on  the  execution  thereof,  pay  down  aD  rent 
and  arrears  of  rent  then  due  to  the  said  plainti^  the 
amount  of  such  arrears  to  be  settled  by  the  said  J.  F.;  and 
also  did  and  should  quit  and  give  up  the  possession  d  the 
said  farm  to  the  plaintiff  in  manner  following,  (that  is 
to  say),  the  land  (except  the  close  called  the  Bamfidd)  on 
the  2nd  day  of  February  then  next,  and  the  buildings 
and  the  said  close  called  the  Bamfield  on  the  12th  daj 
of  May  in  that  present  year ;  and  also  did  and  should 
permit  and  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  plant  timber  or  other 
trees,  and  make  any  road  or  roads  in,  over,  or  iq)on 
any  part  of  the  said  farm,  after  the  10th  day  of  Octo- 
ber then  next^  without  making  any  compensation  for 
any  damage' to  be  occasioned  thereby,  or  being  deemed  a 
trespasser  in  respect  thereof;  and  also  did  and  should  well 
and  sufficiently  fence  off  the  close  adjoining]  the  road  on 
the  north  side  of  Woodfold  Park  WaU,  and  give  up  all 
claim  to  the  pasturage  of  the  uninclosed  land  on  the  aides 
of  the  said  road : — then  and  in  case  of  the  due  performance 
(amongst  others)  of  all  and  every  the  aforesaid  conditions, 
that  obligation  should  be  void,  otherwise  should  be  rf 
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force ;  as  by  the  said  writing  obligatory,   &c.    The  de-  EmsH.  of  PUat, 
claration  then  averred,   that  the  plaintiff  did  allow  the  '   ^ 

defendant  to  continue  the  occupation  and  possession  of  Hindle 
the  said  farm  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Pollitt. 
the  condition  mentioned,  for  the  said  spaces  of  time  re- 
spectively, and  on  the  terms  and  conditions,  in  the  said 
condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned.  It 
then  assigned  breaches  of  all  the  above  clauses  of  the 
condition: — first,  that  the  defendant,  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  tenancy,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  March, 
1888,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times,  did  sell,  cart, 
and  convey  away  from  the  said  farm  and  premises,  a  great 
quantity,  to  wit,  200  cart-loads  of  dung,  compost,  and 
manure;  secondly,  that  the  defendant  broke  up  and  set 
with  potatoes  divers,  to  wit,  fifty  acres  of  the  land  of  the 
farm,  being  other  and  different  land  than  the  Blackholes 
in  the  close  called  the  Bails  Meadow ;  thirdly,  that  he  did 
not  cultivate  or  manage  the  farm  in  a  husbandlike  man- 
ner, but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  before  the  proper  time 
and  season  for  so  doing,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
country,  removed  from  off  the  farm  horses,  cattle,  and 
sheep  belonging  to  him,  whereby  a  less  quantity  of  ma- 
nure was  made  on  the  premises  than  otherwise  would 
have  been;  fourthly,  that  he  did  not  fence  off  the  close 
adjoining  the  road  on  the  north  side  of  the  Woodfold 
Park  Wall,  according  to  the  condition ;  and  lastly,  that  he 
did  not  give  up  all  claim  to  the  pasturage  of  the  unin- 
dosed  land,  but,  on  the  contrary,  depastured  his  cattle  on 
the  pasturage  of  the  uninclosed  land  on  the  side  of  the 
road  in  the  condition  mentioned. 

The  defendant,  by  his  pleas,  denied  all  the  breaches 
assigned,  and  issues  were  joined  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  MatUe,  J.,  at  the  Lancaster  Summer 
Assizes,  1889,  the  facts  relating  to  the  first  breach,  viz. 
the  removal  of  manure  off  the  farm,  appeared  to  be  as  fol- 
lows.    On  the  4th  of  December,  1838,  the  defendant's 
took  on  the  fieurm  was  sold  by  auction.    The  tenant  of 
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Exeh.  qf  PU(u,  an  adjoining  farm^  of  the  name  of  West,  attended,  and 
^  ^^'   ^    bought  two  cows.     He  asked  the  defendant's  daughter  to 
HiNDLB       let  them  stay  on  the  farm,  and  he  would  take  hay  for 
PoLLiTT.      them  and  keep  them  there.     She  consented,  and  thej 
remained   accordingly — one  a  week  and  the  other  fire 
weeks.     West  bought  hay  daily  to  feed  them,  and  none  of 
the  defendant's  was  used  for  that  purpose.   They  stood  in  t 
shippon  in  the  farm-yard^  and  West  took  away  the  manure 
made  by  them,  and  spread  it  on  his  farm.    The  learned 
Judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  it  to  be  his  opinion  that 
this  was  no   breach  of  the  condition,  but  that  it  meant 
that  the  manure  which  was  not  to  be  conyeyed  oS  tlie 
farm  should  be  the  produce  of  the  farm.     p[t  is  not  neces- 
sary to  refer  to  the  facts  relating  to  the  other  breaches.]— 
The  jury  having  foimd  for  the  defendant, 

Cresswell,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  bt 
a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection :  against  whidii 
in  Hilary  Term, 

Alexander  and  Tomlinson  shewed  cause. — Looking  at 
the  substantial  meaning  of  this  condition,  it  does  not  apply 
to  such  a  case  as  this.  In  the  first  place,  the  plaintiff  has 
taken  upon  himself  to  prove  a  positive  act  done  by  the  de- 
fendant himself,  within  the  terms  of  the  condition :  he  ii 
bound,  therefore,  to  prove  that  the  removal  was  the  act  of 
the  defendant,  or  of  his  servant,  or  of  some  party  direct)^ 
connected  with  him :  if  done  without  his  knowledge,  it  is  not 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  bond ;  and  here  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  of  such  knowledge  on  his  part.  Even  if 
a  removal  of  the  manure  under  such  circumstances  can  be 
within  the  condition,  it  ought  to  have  been  the  subject  of  s 
special  action  against  West.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  difficnltyi^ 
that  the  learned  Judge  did  not  leave  to  the  jury  the  questioni 
whether  it  was  removed  by  the  defendant.  They  have  nega- 
tived only  the  fact,  that  none  was  removed  which  was  pro- 
duced on  the  farm,  not  that  none  was  removed  by  tbe  d^ 
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ndant.]  But  secondly,  the  learned  Judge  put  the  true  B*«».  ^  Pbatt. 
sostmction  on  the  bond.  The  tenant^s  duty  is  only  this, — 
0  take  care  that  whatever  the  farm  has  produced  the  fiarm 
lull  have  the  benefit  of.  This  manure  was  not  made 
m  the  fiEurm,  nor  were  the  cattle  benefited  by  the  &rm. 
!!ould  it  be  said  that  the  removal  of  manure  made  by  the 
boppings  of  a  neighbour's  horse,  who  came  on  a  visit  to 
iie  tenant,  would  be  a  breach  of  such  a  condition  ?  In 
lie  mode  in  which  the  breaches  are  assigned  in  the  declar- 
itkm,  no  entire  sentence  of  the  condition  is  set  forth,  but 
i  18  cut  up  into  minute  and  separate  portions :  but  in 
Brier  to  put  a  reasonable  construction  upon  it,  it  is  neces* 
Hrj  to  refer  to  the  recital  and  condition  generally,  to  see 
vbethcr  those  particular  clauses  are  not  explained  and 
controlled  by  the  context.  Now  the  condition  is,  that  the 
defendant  shall  put  and  spread  all  the  manure  and  com- 
post M^  collected  in  the  midden-stead,  or  on  any  other  part 
rf  the  farm,  on  the  meadow  land,  and  shall  not  sell,  cart, 
or  convey  away  any  dung  &c.  from  the  farm,  nor  plough 
or  sow  any  part  of  the  farm  except  the  Stone  Bridge 
tfeadow,  nor  break  up  or  set  with  potatoes  any  part  except 
the  Blackholes,  &c.  &c. :  but  shall  in  all  respects  cultivate 
ind  manage  the  farm  in  a  husbandlike  manner.  The  last 
danse  explains  all  that  has  gone  before :  it  means  that  the 
tenant  shall  not  do  any  of  the  acts  there  specified  contrary 
to  the  rules  of  good  husbandry.  Now  it  would  be  no  viola- 
tion of  the  rules  of  good  husbandry,  to  take  away  manure 
broQght  on  the  farm  for  a  temporary  purpose,  and  not 
ndxed  with  the  produce  of  the  farm  :  the  tenant  is  only  to 
IttTe  that  which  is  produced  from  the  farm  for  the  use  of 
the  succeeding  tenant.  There  is  no  such  phrase  used  as 
''brought  upon'*  the  farm:  the  words  "then  collected  on'' 
^  fSeum,  evidently  refer  to  manure  the  produce  of  the 
^nn:  and  the  subsequent  words  ought  reasonably  to 
'^ve  the  same  construction. 

TOL.  VI.  N  N  li.  w. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUas,      Cresswell,  {JV.  H.  Watson  with  him),  contra. — ^The  argu- 

ment  on  the  other  side  assumes  that  the  words^  ''  but  shaD 
in  all  respects  cultivate  and  manage  the  farm  in  a  husband- 
like  manner'' — ^PP^y  ^^  ^^^  qualify  all  that  precedes :  bat 
that  is  not  the  case.     The  first  clause  of  the  condition 
applies  to  manure  then  collected  in  the  midden-stead,  or 
elsewhere  on  the  farm :   the  subsequent  words  applj  to 
manure  afterwards  to  be  made.     How  can  this  argmnent 
apply  to  the  prohibition  against  taking  in  cattle  to  agist?— 
that  is  not  contrary  to  good  husbandry.     The  last  ge- 
neral clause  is  only  cumulative  to  the  previous  positive  iti* 
pulations,  applying  to  anything  omitted  in  them,  wliidi 
is  a  violation  of  the  rules  of  good  husbandry.    'Wheneier 
manure  is    dropped   on   the  farm,   which  the  tenant  if 
therefore  entitled  to  keep  there,  he  has  it  in  right  of  the 
farm,  and  has  therefore  no  power  to  remove  it.    Would  it 
have  been  necessary  to  aver,  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
any  of  these  specific  stipulations,  that  it  was  contraiyto 
good  husbandry  ?     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  certainly  appears  to  be  a 
very  ungracious  action,  unless  there  is  something  further 
in  the  case  than  appears  to  the  Court.  I  am  mudi  in- 
clined to  agree  with  the  general  rule  of  construction  laid 
down  by  my  brother  Maule,  and  diflFer  only  in  its  applica- 
tion to  the  present  case :  I  think  this  was  manure  made 
on  the  farm;  and  that  independently  of  any  technical 
question  as  to  the  breach  of  the  rules  of  good  husbandry  in 
removing  it.  The  question  is  not  by  whose  provender  the 
maniire  was  produced,  but  whether  it  was  made  on  the 
farm.  Now  suppose  the  farm  were  near  some  place  wh^ 
a  large  fair  was  held,  and  it  was  convenient  to  the  farmer 
to  take  in  the  cattle  brought  to  the  fair,  for  several  houn: 
would  he  have  a  right  to  remove  the  manure  made  by  these 
cattle  ? — would  not  all  their  droppings  be  manure  made  on 
the  farm?  Clearly  so.  Therefore,  without  entering  up(Hi  any 


OuENET^  B.^  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 
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question  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  construction  adopted  by  JSjwA.  ©/  Pfc«, 
the  learned  Judge,  I  think  the  application  of  it  was  wrong,     ^  ^      ^ 
and  that  this  was  manure  made  on  the  farm,  and  the       Hindle 
produce  of  the  farm.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  ab-       polutt. 
solute. 


Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. — K,  indeed, 
ve  were  to  construe  the  bond  according  to  its  very  literal 
conatruction,  the  absurdity  would  follow,  that  if  a  cart- 
load of  manure  were  brought  from  a  distant  farm,  and 
stopped  for  an  hour  on  this,  the  tenant  could  not  remove 
it.  But  I  think  it  means  maniire  produced  on  or  belong- 
ing to  the  farm.  This  is  produced  on  the  farm,  by  being 
first  upon  the  farm  in  the  shape  of  manure  by  dropping  from 
the  cattle,  though  they  are  fed  by  provisions  coming  from 
another  farm.  It  is  made  on,  produced  on,  and  belonging 
to  the  farm.  There  was  therefore  a  substantial  breach  of 
the  condition,  and  the  plaintiflF  was  entitled  to  the  verdict, 
on  the  facts  foimd,  and  left  to  the  jury.  We  must  adopt 
a  reasonable  construction  of  the  instrument,  and  not  put 
upon  it  a  far-fetched  one,  even  for  the  purpose  of  doing 
what  may  appear  to  be  equitable  in  the  particular  case. 
I  think  the  words  cannot  be  restrained  as  Mr.  Tondinson 
contends,  but  that  the  proper  construction  is  this:  first 
there  is  an  affirmative  covenant ;  then  a  number  of  nega- 
tive covenants;  then  a  general  provision  for  the  observance 
of  the  rules  of  good  husbandry :  the  last  is  a  restriction  on 
the  negative  covenants  alone,  and  means,  that  in  all  other 
respects  not  provided  for  before,  the  tenant  shall  conduct 
himself  in  a  husbandlike  manner. 
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£teh.  t^  Pleatf 
1840. 

^  Welcome  v.  Upton. 

To  an  action  of  xBESPASS  for  taking  and  seizing  the  plaintiff's  cattle, 
tal^n^'thr  horses,  and  cows,  then  depasturing  in  a  certain  open  fidd, 
piaintiflTfl  cattle  ^^^^^  u  p^^   and   Guilton  Field/'  and  impounding  the 

in  an  open  neld  '  r  o 

called  P.  &  G.    same,  &C. 

pounding  them,  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  before  and  at  the 
tSeaded^^rst*  ^^^^  ^^  making  the  indenture  thereinafter  mentioned, 
that  T.  B.,  and  Thomas  Brcrcton,  and  all  his  ancestors  whose  heir  he  then 

his  ancestors, 

had  been  imnic-  was,  from  time  whercof  the  memory  of  man  was  not  to  the 
and  accustomed  Contrary,  had,  and  every  of  them  had  been  used  and  ac- 
to  have,  for        customed  to  have,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  and  the 

themselves  and  '  o  o  '  ^ 

their  heirs  and    said  Thomas  Brcrcton,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said 

assigns,  the  sole   ,  /».-i  -,  i  iii»i*i/>j 

and  several  pas-  indenture,  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  for  himself  and 
acres  of  P.  &  G.  themsclvcs,  his  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  sole  and  8^ 
field,  in  gross,  ycral  hcrbagc  and  pasturage  of  and  in  divers,  to  wit,  217 
their  cattle,  acrcs,  two  roods,  three  perches,  of  and  in  the  said  open 
SepL  to  the  .5ih  field.  Called  Port  and  Guilton  Field,  in  gross,  for  all  manner 

B.^in  1755^  by  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^'^^^^  cattlc  to  feed  and  depasture  thereon,  bom 
indenture,         ^^c  4th  day  of  September  in  eacli  and  every  year,  until 

granted  the  said  ^  x  •   ^ 

pasturage  to 

8.  B.,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  :  that  J.  B.  (who  claimed  by  descent  from  S.  B.)  in  1S36 
demised  the  said  pasturagfe  to  the  defendant,  who  seized  the  plaintiff's  cattle  because  they  veit 
depasturing  on  the  said  217  acres.  The  second  plea  alleged  a  right  of  sole  pasturage,  in  gross,  for 
thirty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  (under  the  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c  71,  >•  %  "> 
J.  B.  and  his  ancestors,  and  a  demise  from  him  to  the  defendant;  concluding  as  in  the  fintt pies. 
The  replicAtiun  traveiscd  the  right  of  T.  B.,  as  alleged  in  the  first  plea,  and  the  enjoyment  n 
J.  B.  as  of  right  without  interruption,  fur  thirty  years,  as  alleged  in  the  second. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  within  the  last  twenty  years  encroachments  had  been  nsdeby 
buildings  and  inclobures  on  the  217  acres,  and  that  above  thirty  acres  had  thus  been  app<^ 
priated,  but  no  encroachments  had  been  made  on  that  part  of  the  217  acres  on  which  the  allegn 
trespass  was  committed: — Helrif  that  these  interruptions,  being  so  recent,  did  not  disprove tbe 
right  of  T.  B.  to  the  pasturage  in  17^0,  as  alleged  in  the  first  plea;  and  that,  not  having  been 
made  on  that  part  of  the  land  where  the  plaintifTs  cattle  were  depasturing,  they  were  notron- 
elusive  evidence  of  an  interruption  of  the  enjoyment  of  that  part  by  J.  B.,  as  alleged  in  the 
second  plea. 

Held  also,  1st,  that  recitals  in  a  deed-poll  of  the  date  of  1800,  made  by  an  ancestor  of  tbe 
present  owner  of  the  pastur.ige,  and  relating  to  the  pasturage,  were  admissible  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  marriages,  deaths,  &c.,  of  the  ancestors  of  the  owner :  2ndly,  that  leases  and  agree- 
ments made  by  the  ancestors  of  the  present  owner,  demising  the  pasturage  in  question,  were  eyi- 
dence  to  prove  the  seisin  and  user  of  T.  B.,  the  grantor,  as  shewing  the  enjoyment  by  parties 
who  claimed  under  iiim. 

Heidi  also,  that  the  right  of  pasturage  alleged  in  the  pleas  was  capable  of  being  granted 
away,  and  did  not  neces:»arily  descend  to  the  heir  of  the  grantor. 

Quaere,  whether  such  a  right  of  pasturage,  in  gross,  be  within  the  5th  section  of  tbe  Prescnp- 
tlve  Act,  2  &  8  WilL  4,  c.  71. 
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the  5th  day  of  April  next  following  :  that  the  said  Thomas  Exch.  of  Pleas, 
Brereton,  on  the  19th  of  April,  1755,  by  indenture  made     .   ^      . 
between  him  and  Samuel  BilUngsley,  granted  to  the  said     Welcome 
Samuel  BiUingsley  the  said  sole  and  several  herbage  and       Upton. 
pasturage  of  and  in  the  said  217a.  2r.  3p.  in  Port  and 
Ghiilton  Field,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  sole  and  several 
herbage  unto  the  said  Samuel  BiUingsley,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.     The  plea  then  stated  the  vesting  of  the 
right  to  the  said  herbage  and  pasturage,  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1826,  in  J,  R.  F.  BiUingsley,  and  that  he  demised 
the  same,  on  the  1st  of  March,  1836,  to  the  defendant; 
and  justified  the  seizing  and  impounding  the  plaintiff's 
cattle^  on  the  ground  of  their  being  upon  and  depasturing 
the  land  in  question. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  secondly,  that  for  thirty  years 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  J.  R.  F.  BiUingsley 
and  his  ancestors  had  enjoyed  as  of  right,  without  interrup- 
tion, for  himself  and  themselves,  his  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  the  sole  and  several  herbage  of  the  said  field,  in 
gross,  for  all  manner  of  his  and  their  cattle  to  depasture 
on,  firom  the  4th  of  September  in  each  year  to  the  5th  of 
April  following.  The  plea  then  stated  a  demise  by  J.  R.  F. 
BiUingsley  of  the  herbage  in  question  to  the  defendant, 
and  a  justification  of  tlie  alleged  trespass,  in  the  same 
terms  as  in  the  former  plea. 

Replication  to  the  first  plea,  that  the  cattle  of  the  plain- 
tiff were  seized  by  the  defendant  in  a  certain  part  of  the 
said  open  field  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  (setting  out 
the  abuttals),  and  that  the  defendant,  of  his  own  wrong, 
seized  and  impounded  the  said  cattle  there  being;  with- 
out this,  that  before  and  at  tlie  time  of  making  the 
indenture  in  the  first  plea  mentioned,  the  said  Tho- 
mas Brereton  and  all  his  ancestors  whose  heir  he  then 
was,  from  the  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man,  &c.,  had 
been  used  and  accustomed  to  have,  and  of  right  ought 
to  have  had,  for  himself  and  themselves,  his  and  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  sole    and  several    herbage    and 
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Welcome 

v. 

Upton. 


Exch,  of  PUoi,  pasturage  of  and  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  open  fidd, 

and  of  the  said  217a.  2r.  3p.  in  gross^  for  all  manner 
of  his  and  their  cattle  to  feed   and  depasture  thereon, 
from  the  4th  day  of  September  in  each  and  every  year, 
until  the  5th  day  of  April  next  following^   in  manner 
and  form,  &c.      Replication  to  the  second  plea,  that  for 
and  during  the  full  period  of  thirty  years   next  befixe 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  said  J.  R.  F.  Bil- 
lingsley   and  his  ancestors  had  not  enjoyed  as  of  rights 
without  interruption,  for  himself  and  themselTCs,  and  Us 
and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the  sole  and  several  herbage 
and  pasturage  of  and  in  the  said  217a.  2r.  8p.  of  and  in 
the  said  open  field,  in  gross^  for  all  manner  of  his  and 
their  cattle  to  feed  and  depasture  thereon,  from  &c.,  in 
manner  and  form,  &c. 
On  these  replications  issues  were  joined. 


At  the  trial  before  Littledale,  J.,  at  the  laat  Snaci 
Assizes^  the  defendant  gave  in  evidence,  in  support  of 
his  pleas,  the  same  conveyance  of  the  right  of  pastungCy 
in  1755,  from  Thomas  Brereton  to  Samuel  Billingsky, 
which  was  produced  on  the  former  trial  (a).  He  then  ten- 
dered in  evidence  a  deed-poll  dated  23rd  October,  1800, 
made  by  a  descendant  of  Samuel  Billingsley,  and  re- 
lating to  the  right  of  pasturage  in  question,  in  order 
to  prove,  by  its  recitals,  the  marriages,  deaths,  and  «ff- 
'vdvorships  of  the  descendants  of  Samuel  Billingsley :  and 
also  a  lease  dated  in  1800,  and  an  agreement  in  1817, 
by  which  certain  members  of  the  family  of  Billingsley 
had  let  tlie  pasturage  to  one  James  Upton,  It  ^m 
objected  for  the  plaintiff,  first,  that  the  recitals  in  the 
deed-poll  were  no  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  who  wu 
not  party  or  privy  to  the  deed ;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
lease  and  agreement  were  not  admissible,  inasmuch  as  thev 
did  not  prove  any  seisin  of  or  user  by  Thomas  Brereton. 


(<7)   See  J  M.  S:  W.  3yS. 
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Led  Judge  thought  all  these  documents  admisaiblej  Bxeh.  of  PUu^ 
were  accordingly  received, 
eared  in  the  course  of  the  evidence  that  from  the 
3  down  to  the  present  time,  various  encroach- 
y  buildings  and  inclosures,  had  been  made  upon 
acres  of  land  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  and 
e  thirty  acres  of  it  had  thus  been  appropriated  by 
parties;  but  no  such  encroachment  had  been 
that  portion  of  the  open  field  on  which  the  alleged 
vas  committed.  It  was  contended  for  the  plain- 
thesc  acts  of  interruption  negatived  the  right  of 
to  the  pasturage  of  the  21^  acres,  as  claimed  by 
and  shewed  that  he  and  those  who  claimed 
m  had  not  enjoyed  an  uninterrupted  user  of  it. 
led  Judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  his  opinion 
interruptions  proved  were  not  such  as  to  de- 
right  alleged  in  the  second  plea;  and  that  as 
taken  place  only  within  the  last  twenty  years. 
Id  not  affect  the  right  of  Brereton,  as  alleged 
st  plea.     The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant, 

LOW  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the 
,  lease,  and  agreement  were  improperly  received 
ce,  and  also  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  as  to 

of  the  encroachments.  He  moved  also  for  judg^* 
I  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  ground  that  the  right 
ige  claimed  in  the  pleas  was  descendible  to  heirs, 
incapable  by  law  of  being  conveyed  out  of  the  line 
t. 

the  recitals  in  the  deed-poll  were  no  evidence,  a» 
le  plaintiff,  who  is  a  stranger  to  it,  for  the  pur- 
vhich  it  was  put  in,  viz.  to  prove  the  state  of  the 
;y  family  at  the  time  of  its  execution :  Com.  Dig., 

(B.  5),  Ford  v.  Grey  {a).  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
als  are  evidence  of  the  state  of  the  family,  and  of 
jree,  just  as  a  letter  written  by  the  party  wha 

(a)  1  Salk.  285. 
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jExeh  of  Pleat,  made  the  deed  would  be.    Alderson,  B. — The  inscriptioitf 
^     ^     ^     on  tombstones  are  evidence  only  as  being  statements  made 
Welcome      by  the  family.] 

Upton.  Secondly,  the  lease  and  agreement  were  no  evidence  to 

prove  Brereton's  right  to  the  pasturage.  [Parke,  B. — ^They 
tended  to  prove  that  he  had  enjoyed  the  right  immemO' 
rially,  by  shewing  that  persons  had  enjoyed  it  from  him, 
and  from  others  claiming  under  him.} 

Thirdly,  the  learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jury  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  interruptions  proved.  The  first  plea, 
which  alleged  an  exclusive  right  in  Brereton  to  the  sole 
and  several  herbage,  was  negatived  by  proof  of  repeated 
interruptions  by  encroachments.  [Parke,  B. — The  inter- 
ruptions proved  began  in  modem  times,  and  therefore 
were  no  evidence  to  disprove  Brereton's  title,  which  wa« 
prior  to  them,  and  with  which  they  were  not  connected. 
Alderson,  B. — K  Brereton  had  the  right  in  question  in  fl»e 
year  1755,  the  jury  were  properly  directed  that  modem 
interruptions  would  not  defeat  it.]  At  all  events,  they 
were  evidence  for  the  jury  that  J.  R.  F.  Billingsl^  had 
not  enjoyed  an  uninterrupted  user.  [Parke,  B. — Being 
made  on  that  part  which  is  not  claimed  by  the  defendant, 
they  were  at  all  events  very  slight  evidence  only,  if  any, 
of  the  want  of  right  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The 
issue  on  the  second  plea  does  not  bind  the  defendant  to 
shew  a  right  to  the  pasturage  of  the  entire  open  field  of 
217  acres,  but  only  of  that  part  of  it  where  the  cattle 
were  taken.  Alderson,  B. — If  the  argument  for  the  plain- 
tiff be  well  founded,  as  soon  as  the  party  lost  a  small 
corner  of  the  field  by  encroachment,  he  lost  the  whole. 
Would  the  claim  of  a  party  to  a  right  of  way  be  defeated 
by  shewing  that  some  person  had  narrowed  it  by  a  few 
inches  ?] 

Fourthly,  the  right  claimed  in  the  second  plea,  which  i* 
a  right  to  take  the  whole  pasturage  in  gross,  is  not  within 
the  Stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  5,  which  relates  only  to 


"* 
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^ts  appendant  and  appurtenant.    Its  words  are — "It  Exeh.rfpiea$, 
lall  be  sufficient  to  allege  the  enjoyment  thereof  as  of 
^  by  the  occupiers  of  the  tenement  in  respect  whereof 
be  nme  is  claimed/'  &c. 

Lastly^  the  first  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  and  the  plain- 
iff  iB  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  The 
ight  claimed  in  the  plea  is  not  a  right  of  ownership  in  the 
xhI;  it  is  a  prescriptive  right,  lying  in  grant,  and  was  not 
apable  of  assignment  by  Thomas  Brereton,  but  ought  to 
bave  descended  to  his  heirs.  In  2  Bla.  Comm.  266,  it  is 
mSL—"  If  a  man  prescribes  for  a  right  of  way  in  himself 
ind  his  ancestors,  it  will  descend  only  in  the  blood  of  that 
line  of  ancestors  in  whom  he  so  prescribes ;  the  prescrip- 
lon  in  this  case  being  indeed  a  species  of  descent.^'  Nor 
■the  argument  inapplicable,  by  reason  of  this  right  being 
dkged  in  the  plea  to  be  in  Thomas  Brereton  and  his 
snysf,  for  ''assigns''  has  here  the  same  meaning  as 
•kcirs :"  Co.  Litt.  884.  b.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— This  is 
not  t  right  of  common,  but  a  right  of  taking  all  the  herb- 
age. Parke,  B. — Have  you  any  authority  that  such  an 
Bitate  as  this  cannot  be  conveyed  ?]  There  is  no  authority 
to  be  foimd,  except  that  which  is  derived  from  the  analogy 
between  this  right  and  a  right  of  common.  Weekly  v.  Wild- 
son  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  a  right  of  common  sans 
Bombre  is  not  assignable. 

LordABiNGER,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff 
s  not  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  I 
flunk  that  the  interest  of  Thomas  Brereton  in  the  sole  and 
wreral  pasturage  was  capable  of  transfer.  Instances  of 
*lc  pasturage  are  to  be  found  in  the  Soutli  Downs  in  Sus- 
■tt,  and  they  are  frequently  transferred  in  gross :  it  is  the 
■"Die  with  the  cattlegates  in  the  north  of  England,  al- 
«ongh  some  have  thought  the  owners  of  tlicm  are  tenants 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  407. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  in  common  of  the  soil.     Here  there  is  proved  to  esiita 

sole  and  separate  right  of  pasturage,  which  may  be  as- 
signed as  a  valuable  interest.  It  must  be  exercised  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  rules  of  property,  no  authority  being 
shewn  for  its  being  exempted  firom  them.  The  plea  of 
prescription  was  proved :  the  immemorial  right  of  pastur- 
age was  shewn  to  have  been  in  Thomas  Brereton,  and  wis 
assigned  by  him  to  Billingsley,  through  whom  tlie  defend- 
ant  claimed  it.  As  to  the  interruptions  to  the  enjovment, 
they  were  of  modem  date,  and  could  not  affect  the  right 
of  Brereton. 

Parke,  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  there  has  been  no 
miscarriage  at  the  trial,  with  respect  to  the  evidence.   The 
question  upon  the  first  issue  is,  whether  Thomas  Brereton 
and  his  ancestors  were  entitled,  in  the  year  1755,  to  the 
sole  and  separate  herbage  of  the  field  in  question.    It  wu 
evidence  to  prove  that  issue,  that  parties  claiming  nnder 
him  had  exercised  acts  of  ownership  with  respect  to  it 
It  was  certainly  evidence  of  a  seisin  in  fee  in  Thomas 
Brereton,  that  parties  afterwards  coming  in  under  him  en- 
joyed the  right  in  the  same  manner  in  which  he  chdmcd 
to  enjoy  it.     The  next  objection  is,   that  the  deed-poD 
ought  not  to  have  been  admitted  in  eWdence.    The  only 
object  of  its  production  was  to  prove  relationship :  it  came 
from  the  proper  repository,  and  was  rightly  received  for 
the  purpose  of  connecting  the  parties  named  in  it  with  the 
present  claimant  of  the  right.     As  to  the  interruptions,  the 
learned  Judge  was  correct  in  saying  that  if  Thomas  Brere- 
ton had  a  right  to  the  sole  pasturage  in  1755,  his  right  conld 
not  be  defeated  by  interruptions  which  commenced  long 
afterwards.     If  the  only  question  in  this  case  had  bceoi 
whetlicr  a  right  of  common  in  gross  be  within  the  stat. 
2  &  3  Will.  •]•,  c.  71,  s.  5,  wc  shoulJ  probably  have  granted 
a  rule  for  the  puri)ose  of  giving  that  question  further  con- 
sideration, although  we  might  be  disposed  to  think  that 
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he  present  case  is  within  the  equity  of  the  statute.  But  EidL  rf'  P^a§, 
r  the  first  plea  be  good^  the  determination  of  that  question 
leoomes  immaterial.  The  first  plea  claims  a  prescriptive 
ight  in  Thomas  Brereton  and  his  ancestors^  and  in  his 
nd  their  heirs  and  assigns^  of  sole  and  several  pasturage 
Q  the  dose  in  question.  That  plea  is  good.  It  is  laid 
[own  in  Co.  Litt.  122.^  that  a  party  may  prescribe  to 
ake  the  sole  and  several  herbage ;  and  although  this  was 
oubted  in  North  v.  Cox  (a),  it  was  afterwards  established 
8  law  by  the  cases  of  Hoskins  v.  Robins  {b)^  and  Potter  v. 
forth  (c).  The  word  '^assigns/'  in  the  plea,  may  be  re- 
acted as  insensible.  Then  the  remaining  question  is^ 
rhether  a  party  who  has  such  a  right  as  this  may  grant  it 
.way  from  his  heirs.  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
le  is  not  bound  to  use  it  by  himself  and  his  descendants 
oily^  and  that  the  parties  are  equally  entitled  to  it,  whe- 
her  they  claim  under  him  by  deed  or  by  descent. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused, 

(a)  1  Lev.  253.  (6)  Pollexf.  13.  (c)  I  Ventr.  385. 


ShaNLEY  V.  COLWELL. 

L  ETERSDORFF  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  A  cognotrJc 

ilaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  cognovit  given  by  the  de-  fendant  who  is 

endant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment  thereon,  should  execuUonViTa 

lot  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  from  Jwdg^nent,  for 

,  ,  .  the  debt  and 

he  defendant  while  he  was  in  custody  in  execution  for  the  costs  in  that  ac- 
ame  debt  and  costs  for  which  the  cognovit  was  given.    It  aeration  of  his 
id  not  appear  firom  the  affidavits  on  either  side,  whether  f/d^^^f  4**^^^^" 

have  been  sued 
It  to  support  it :  and  it  lies  upon  tlie  party  impeaching  its  validity  to  shew  that  no  writ  has 
rcn  fut4  out 
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Eseh.  of  Pleat,  the  cognovit  was  founded  on  any  imt  sued  oat  or  not 
^    ^^^'  ^     The  defendant  was  discharged  from  custody  on  giYiiig;  tk 
Shanlet       cogno>it. 

V. 


COLWELL. 


Kelly  shewed  cause. — ^This  cognovit  is  good.  It  is,  in- 
decd^  given  for  tlie  same  debt  and  costs  for  which  the  de> 
fendant  had  already  been  taken  in  execution^  but  it  is  not 
given  in  the  same  action^  and  it  is  founded  upon  s  good 
consideration^  \iz.  the  discliargc  of  the  defendant  oat  of 
custody.  No  doubt  the  debt  is  extinguished  by  the  execu- 
tion; and  if  the  debtor  were  out  of  custody,  a  security 
given  for  tlie  past  debt  would  be  of  no  force,  as  being 
without  consideration;  but  the  discharge  from  custody  is  s 
good  consideration  for  a  new  security.  At  all  events,  i 
lies  on  the  defendant,  who  seeks  to  set  aside  a  jndgmeat 
good  on  the  face  of  it,  to  impeach  it  by  liis  affidavits;  $d  . 
here  he  does  not  state  that  no  writ  was  issued  on  whidtB 
found  the  cognovit :  the  Court  will  therefore  presume  tkst 
a  writ  was  issued,  the  contrary  not  being  shewn. 


Petersdorffy  contra. — The  defendant's  affidavit  states, 
that  the  cognovit  was  given  '^  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
same  debt  for  which  he  was  then  in  execution" — ^whid 
was  then  satisfied,  so  far  as  related  to  the  action  in  which 
the  judgment  was  obtained;  and  it  is  not  suggested  thit 
there  has  been  any  proceeding  on  which  the  second  judg- 
ment, which  has  been  signed  for  the  same  debt  and  costs, 
could  be  founded.  It  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  affirma- 
tively that  a  writ  had  been  issued ;  it  was  not  a  feet  in 
the  defendant's  knowledge ;  all  he  could  do  was  to  depose 
that  the  cognovit  was  given  for  the  same  debt.  To  requiie 
more,  would  impose  on  him  the  necessity  of  searching 
through  all  the  Courts  for  an  indefinite  period.  All  thst 
it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  do,  to  sTi:^w  a  prima  fncieca* 
of  irregularity,  he  has  done. 
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Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B. — I  think  this  rule  must  be  dis-  Exek,  of  PUas, 
charged^  on  the  ground  suggested  by  Mr.  Kelly,  that  the  '   ^ 

defendant  has  failed  to  make  out  that  no  writ  has  been  Shanley 
issued,  on  which  to  found  the  cognovit.  A  discharge  from  Colwell. 
prison  may,  I  think,  be  a  good  consideration  for  giving  a 
new  security  for  the  debt  for  which  the  party  is  in  execu- 
tion. It  is  true,  a  party  who  has  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion under  a  ca.  sa.,  and  discharged  out  of  prison,  cannot 
make  a  valid  agreement  to  return  into  custody ;  but  that 
rule  stands  on  technical  reasons.  The  judgment  isfunctum 
officio  by  the  execution,  and  cannot  be  made  the  founda- 
tion of  subsequent  proceedings.  But  a  new  security  given 
to  procure  the  discharge  of  the  debtor  may  be  valid,  and 
on  this  ground  there  can  be  no  objection  to  a  cognovit 
given  for  such  a  purpose.  There  must,  indeed,  be  a  new 
writ  sued  out  to  support  the  cognovit ;  but  the  party  who 
seeks  to  set  aside  such  an  instrument  must  shew  clearly 
and  distinctly,  that  there  has  been  no  process  to  warrant 
it.  Here  the  defendant  does  not  shew,  as  he  might  have 
done,  that  no  writ  has  been  issued. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  objection  to  this  cognovit,  if 
there  is  a  writ  to  support  it.  But  the  only  defect  that  can 
be  urged  against  it  being  the  want  of  a  writ,  the  party 
who  objects  on  that  ground  ought  to  shew  that  there  was 
in  fact  no  writ.  If  a  writ  had  actually  issued,  the  cogno- 
vit would  stand  on  the  same  ground  as  a  warrant  of  attor- 
ney, being  a  new  security  given  in  a  nominally  different 
action,  and  so  valid  in  point  of  law.  If  a  defendant  who 
has  been  once  in  execution,  and  discharged,  is  again  taken 
in  execution  for  the  same  debt,  he  would  be  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  on  the  ground  that  the  debt  was  satisfied  by 
the  former  execution;  so  also,  if  an  action  be  brought, 
the  discharge  from  the  execution  would  still  be  an  answer. 
3ut  if  he  gives  a  cognovit,  which  has  reference  to  a  writ 
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jsjtcA.  of  PU^f  actually  sued  out,  even  for  the  same  cause  of  action  fir 

^         '  ^     which  he  is  in  execution,  he  precludes  himself  from  (k 

SiiANLET      objections  he  might  have  taken  in  pleading  to  that  actioSi 

CoLWBLL.      and  the  instrument  is  a  good  and  valid  security.    Hoe 

the  only  objection  is  the  want  of  a  writ,  and  that  ii  not 

distinctly  shewn  by  the  defendant. 

GuBNET,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  without  costi 


Pike  v.  Davis. 

Where  a  Judge  X  HIS  W21S  a  rulc  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  came 

upon  the^ear-  ^^7  *^^  execution  issucd  against  the  defendant  shooU 

ingofatum-  ^q^  ije  sct  asidc,  with  costs,  on  the  cnroimd  that  the  de- 
mons on  amda-  ° 
▼it,  dUniisses  fcndant  was  not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff.     A  summons  to 

upon  the  mcriu,  the  same  effect  had  been  taken  out  at  chamben,  and 

the  party  may  j^^^^^i       affidavits  bcforc  Gumetj,  B.,  who  dismissed  it  on 

renew  his  appli-  •"       ' 


ippl 
he 
add 
tional  affidavits. 


cation  to  the       thc  merits,  with  costs. 

Court,  on  addi- 


Petersdorff,  on  shewing  cause  against  the  rule,  objected 
that,  the  matter  haring  been  fully  heard  and  decided  on 
by  the  learned  Judge,  who  it  was  not  suggested  bad 
fallen  into  any  error  in  point  of  law,  the  defendant  had  no 
right,  having  failed  in  that  application,  to  amend  bis 
affidavits,  and  come  to  the  Court  to  have  the  case  re- 
heard on  the  merits.  If  such  a  course  were  aUoved, 
parties  would  make  a  practice  of  going  before  a  Jndge 
at  Chambers,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  tbdr 
adversary's  case,  and  then  produce  additional  affidints  to 
answer  it. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^A  party  clearly  has  a  right  to 


^ 


J 
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move  to  set  aside  a  Judge^s  order  if  made ;  and  if  he  Exek.  of  PUt, 

lefiise  to  make  one,  what  other  remedy  is  there  except  an  ^  ^      ^ 

application  to  the  Court  ?     Nor  is  there  any  rule  which  Pike 

says,  that  a  party  shall  not  have  tlic  power  of  laying  addi-  Dayii. 
tional  facts  before  the  Courts  by  affidavit. 

The  case  was  ultimately  referred  to  the  Master. 


GiLLARD  V.  Bates. 

JJeBT  for  work  and  labour,  money  paid,  and  on  an  ac-  Whew  an  attar- 
count  stated.     Flea,  nunquam  indebitatus.     At  the  trial  work  and  u- 
lefore  Bolfe,  B.,  at  the  hist  Devon  Assizes,  it  appeared  ^"iJ^lbn"' 
that  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  an  attorney,  ^"'J  ^•»  •"* 
against  the  defendant,  the  manager  of  the  West  of  England  that  he  wai  em- 
District  Bank,  to  recover  the  charges  of  entering  up  judg-  SnYnot  b^  the 
ment  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which  one  Clarke  had  ///S***Jhat*th 
given  to  one  Bendle,  and  which  Bendle,  being  a  debtor  to  pWntiff'i 
the  bank,  had  deposited  as  a  security  for  his  debt  in  the  ney,  might  be 
hands  of  the  defendant.     The  defence  was,  that  the  plaintiff  the  piahitiff  had 
was  employed  by  Bendle,  and  not  by  the  defendant :  to  prove  ^^**'.**'  *J?  *"" 
which  the  defendant  called  one  Beudridge,  an  attorney,  the  him,  that  he 
plaintiff's  agent,  who  had  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  had  been  em- 
sue  out  process  against  Clarke  in  respect  of  the  warrant  of  fg,*2Ifcx«cudon 
attorney ;    and  he  ha\ing  stated  that  the  plaintiff  called  'if^^'A^'  •  "* 
on  him  one  morning  in  company  with  Bendle,  it  was  then  not  a  privileged 
proposed  to  ask  him,  whether  the  plaintiff*  had  not  said  at 
that  inten-iew,  that  he  had  been  employed  by  Bendle  to 
sue  out  execution  against  Clarke.     The  plaintiff's  counsel 
objected  to  this  question,  on  the  ground  that,  the  witness 
being  the  plaintiff's  agent,  such  communication  to  him 
was  privileged.     The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objec- 
tion; and  the  witness  answering  the  question  in  the  affirm- 
ative, the  juiy  found  for  the  defendant. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,      Bowe  BOW  moved  for  a  new  trial,  and  contended  fhit 
^    1840.  ^    ^]jg  communication  in  question  was  privileged,  and  ought 
GiLLARD      not  to  have  been  received  in  evidence;  and  cited  Parkm 
Bates.       ^'  Howkshaw  (a) . 

Per  Curiam. — ^This  is  in  no  respect  a  privileged  com- 
munication. It  is  something  said  by  the  plaintiff  to  his 
agent^  on  introducing  an  individual  who  was  to  be  the 
plaintiff  in  another  action.  The  privilege  does  not  attach 
to  every  thing  which  the  client  says  to  his  attomej:  the 
test  is^  whether  the  communication  is  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  caning  on  the  proceeding  in  which  the  attorney 
is  employed;  if  it  is  necessary,  it  becomes  privileged. 


Rule  refiued. 


(a)  2  Stark.  Rep.  239. 
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Bieh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


Ai 


Brashier  v.  Jackson  (a). 


.SSUMPSIT. — ^The  declaration  (as  originally  framed)  An  amendment 

of  the  nisi  prius 

stated,  that  [heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  record,  under 
A.  D.,  1838,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  4,  c.42,  s.  23, 
became  and  was  tenant  to  the  defendant  of  a  certain  mes-  ^"*^  be  made 

during  the  trial 

suage  or  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  before  ver- 
upon  certain  terms  contained  in]  certain  articles  of  agree-  judge  cannot 
ment  in  writing  [theretofore]  made  by  and  between  the  po^er  to  amend 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  and  signed  by  them  respect-  on afuture day. 
ively,  and  bearing  date  the  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  original  decia- 
[aforesaid,  whereby,]  after  reciting  as  therein  is  recited,  that  the  plain- 
it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  defendant  and  the  plain-  ^^  becamt  and 

o  J  r  ^at  tenant  to 

tiff  in  manner  following :  that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  did  the  defendant 

of  a  messuage, 

thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  covenant,  pro-  on  terms  con- 
mise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  ad-  cies  of  agree-" 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  defendant,  his  heirs  or  ™®"'  between 

*^  ^  them,  whereby 

assigns,  should  and  would  make  a  good  and  sufficient  lease  the  defendant 
by  indenture  of  [the  said]  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  Ae*piaintfff  a* 

future  lease  for 
21  years,  con- 
taining certain  covenants ;  and  averred  that  the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  accept  such  lease,  and 
that,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  &c.,  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  hold 
and  enjoy  the  premises  for  the  term,  without  any  let,  hindrance,  &c.,  from  the  defendant  or  any 
person  claiming  through  him  ;  that  the  plaintiff  remained  and  continued  such  tenant  as  afore- 
said until  &c.,  and  paid  a  quarter's  rent ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  broke  his  promise  in  this,  that 
one  R.  had  lawful  title  to  the  premises  under  a  previous  lease,  granted  by  the  defendant  and 
others,  and  ejected  the  plaintiff,  &c.  :  to  which  declaration  there  were  pleas  of  non  assump- 
sit, and  that  the  defendant  did  not  become  tenant  modo  et  forma: — //W//,  that  the  amend- 
ment of  the  declaration,  by  such  alterations  and  insertions  as  were  necessary  in  order  to  treat 
the  agreement,  not  as  an  actual  demise,  but  merely  as  an  agreement  for  a  future  lease,  and 
making  the  breach  to  consist,  not  in  the  plaintiff's  not  holding  or  enjoying  without  eviction, 
but  in  the  defendant's  having  no  title  to  grant  a  lease,  was  not  within  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  A, 
c  42,  8.  23,  inasmuch  as  it  introduced  an  entirely  new  contract  and  new  breach. 

By  articles  of  agreement,  dated  2nd  May,  1838,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that 

be  would  grant  him  a  lease  of  a  messuage,  &c.,  for  twenty-one  years  from  Midsummer- day  then 

next,  at  a  rent  of  XI45,  payable  quarterly,  on  the  usual  days  of  payment  in  every  year  during 

tile  said  term,  the  first  payment  to  commence  on  the  29th  September  then  next :  to  be  entered 

upon  immediately  by  the  plaintiff,  he  having  on  the  day  of  the  date  paid  £25  to  the  defendant: 

and  in  the  lease  were  to  be  contained  covenants  to  pay  the  rent,  to  repair,  &c.&c.,  and  all  other 

Usual  and  reasonable  covenants,  with  a  power  to  either  party  to  determine  the  lease  at  the  end 

of  seven  or  fourteen  years: — Held^  that  this  instrument  amounted  to  an  agreement  for  a  lease 

•nly,  and  not  to  an  actual  demise ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  as  for  the 

breach  of  an  implied  promise  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  but  was  unavoid- 
4ly  omitted  in  its  proper  place. 

TOL.    VI.  0  0  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,      Rowc  DOW  movcd  for  a  new  trial,  and  contended  tU 
"   ^^^'  "     ^^^  communication  in  question  was  privileged,  and  oo^ 
GiLLARD      not  to  have  been  received  in  evidence ;  and  cited  Parbt 
Bates.        ^'  Howkshaw  (a) . 

Peb  Curiam. — ^This  is  in  no  respect  a  privileged  com- 
munication. It  is  something  said  by  the  plaintiff  to  Iiis 
agcnt^  on  introducing  an  indiridual  who  was  to  be  the 
plaintiff  in  another  action.  The  privilege  does  not  attach 
to  every  thing  which  the  client  says  to  his  attorney:  the 
test  is.  whether  the  communication  is  necessarv  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  proceeding  in  which  the  attornef 
is  employed;  if  it  is  necessary,  it  becomes  privileged. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)  2  Stark.  Rep.  239. 
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Exeh,  qf  Pleas, 
1840. 


Bbashier  V,  Jackson  (a). 


Assumpsit.— The  declaration  (as  originally  framed)  An  amendment 

of  the  nisi  priua 

stated^  that  [heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  day  of  June,  record,  under 
A.D.J  1838,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  4,  c.42,  s.  23, 
became  and  was  tenant  to  the  defendant  of  a  certain  mes-  ™"*^  be  made 

durmg  the  trial 

sittge  or  tenement  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  before  ver- 

-  ,    _  .  -  diet,  and  the 

upon  certain  terms  contained  inj  certain  articles  of  agree-  judge  cannot 
ment  in  writing  [theretofore]  made  by  and  between  the  po^ertoam^d 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  and  signed  by  them  respect-  on  afuture day. 
irely,  and  bearing  date  the  2nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  original  decla- 
[aforesaid,  whereby,]  after  reciting  as  therein  is  recited,  that  the  plain- 
it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  defendant  and  the  plain-  |^^^^^  ^^ 
tiff  in  manner  following :  that  is  to  say,  the  defendant  did  the  defendant 

. «  ...  of  a  messuage, 

thereby,  for  himself  his  heirs  and  assigns,  covenant,  pro-  on  terms  con- 
ttii8e,and  agree  to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  ad-  cies  of  agree-' 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  the  defendant,  his  heirs  or  ™^**^  between 

'  °      '  '     ^  them,  whereby 

i^gns^  should  and  would  make  a  good  and  sufficient  lease  the  defendant 
by  indenture  of  [the  said]  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  the^piaintf^iT 

future  lease  for 
21  years,  con- 
Uining  certain  covenants ;  and  averred  that  the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  accept  such  lease,  and 
^hat,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  &c.,  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  hold 
^^n^oy  the  premises  for  the  term,  without  any  let,  hindrance,  &c.,  from  the  defendant  or  any 
person  claiming  through  him  ;  that  the  plaintiff  remained  and  continued  such  tenant  as  afore- 
Bvd  until  &c.,  and  paid  a  quarter's  rent ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  broke  his  promise  in  this,  that 
^^^  R.  had  lawful  title  to  the  premises  under  a  previous  lease,  granted  by  the  defendant  and 
*^^,  and  ejected  the  plaintiff,  &c.  :  to  which  declaration  there  were  pleas  of  non  assump- 
*^  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  become  tenant  modo  et  forma: — heldf  that  the  amend- 
'^^t  of  the  declaration,  by  such  alterations  and  insertions  as  were  necessary  in  order  to  treat 
^  agreement,  not  as  an  actual  demise,  but  merely  as  an  agreement  for  a  future  lease,  and 
lulling  the  breach  to  consist,  not  in  the  plaintiff's  not  holding  or  enjoying  without  eviction, 
^ot  in  the  defendant's  having  no  title  to  grant  a  lease,  was  not  within  the  stat.  3  &  4  WilL  4, 
"  ^2,  s.  2o,  inodmuch  as  it  introduced  an  entirely  new  contract  and  new  breach, 
^y  articles  of  agreement,  dated  2nd  May,  18^38,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  that 
*  Would  grant  him  a  lease  of  a  messuage,  &c.,  for  twenty-one  years  from  Midsummer>day  then 
^^ti  at  a  rent  of  jC'fS,  payable  quarterly,  on  the  usual  days  of  payment  in  every  year  during 
^^  Ksid  term,  the  iirst  payment  to  commence  on  the  29th  September  then  next :  to  be  entered 
*Pon  immediately  by  the  plaintiff,  he  having  on  the  day  of  the  date  paid  £25  to  the  defendant: 
^  in  the  lease  were  to  be  contained  covenants  to  pay  the  rent,  to  repair,  &C..&C.,  and  all  other 
^^  and  reasonable  covenants,  with  a  power  to  either  party  to  determine  the  lease  at  the  end 
^' seven  or  fourteen  years: — Heldf  that  this  instrument  amounted  to  an  agreement  for  a  lease 
*^^J,  and  not  to  an  actual  demise ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  as  for  the 
'teich  of  an  implied  promise  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

(a)  Thia  case  was  decided  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  but  was  unavoid- 
Uj  omitted  in  its  proper  place. 

TOL.    VI.  0  0  M.  W. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  commence  &om  MidsQmmer' 

V  ^     day  then  next  ensuing ;  to  hold  the  same  at  and  under  the 

Brashier      yearly  rent  of  d£45,  payable  quarterly,  on  the  four  mogt 

Vm 

Jackson.  usual  days  of  payment  in  every  year  during  the  said  iem, 
the  first  payment  thereof  to  commence  on  the  29th  day  of 
September  then  next :  to  be  entered  upon  immediately  by 
the  plaintiff,  he  paying  upon  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said 
agreement  £25  to  the  defendant :  and  in  the  lease,  it  was 
thereby  also  agreed  between  the  parties,  there  should  be 
contained  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  a  covenant  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  rent,  to  bear  and  pay  all  the  rates,  taxes,  and  assess- 
ments which  should  be  made  in  respect  of  such  premises 
during  the  said  term,  &c. ;  and  also  to  keep  in  good  and 
substantial  repair  the  said  messuage,  to  deliver  up  quietly 
at  the  end  of  the  term,  not  to  assign  or  underlet  without 
consent,  nor  to  exercise  offensive  trades,  and  all  other 
usual  and  reasonable  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  for  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  plaintiff^ 
his  executors,  &c.,  during  the  said  term ;  with  a  power  to 
be  therein  contained  for  the  said  parties,  or  either  of  them, 
by  notice  in  writing  to  be  delivered  six  months  previous  to 
the  end  or  expiration  of  the  first  seven  or  fourteen  years, 
to  determine  the  lease :  And  the  plaintiff  did  thereby  for 
himself,  his  executors,  &c.,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree 
to  and  with  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  he 
the  plaintiff  should  and  would  accept  such  lease  as  afore- 
said, and  would  execute  and  deliver  unto  the  defendant, 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  a  counterpart  thereof,  &c.  &c, :  And 
thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the  said  24th  day  of  June  in  the 
year  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  then  promised  the  defendant  to  perform  and 
fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  agreement  contained  on  his 
part  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  he  the  defendant 
then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  perform  and  fulfil  all  things 
in  the  said  agreement  contained  on  his  the  defendant's 
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part  to  be  performed   and  fulfilled,   and  that  he   [the  Exeh.  of  puom, 

•  •  1840 

plaintiff,   should  and  would  hold  and  enjoy  the  said  pre-  '   > 

mises,  and  every  part  thereof,  with  the  appurtenances]  for  Brashier 
[and  during]  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years  [without  Jacilsok. 
any  lawful  let,  suit,  entry,  or  disturbance  whatsoever,  of  or 
by  the  defendant,  or  any  of  his  heirs  or  assigns,  or  of  or 
by  any  person  or  persons  claiming  by,  from,  through,  or 
under  the  defendimt,  or  by  or  through  his  or  their  acts, 
means,  or  default]. — The  declaration  then  averred  the 
payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  of  the  £25,  ge- 
neral performance  by  him  of  the  agreement,  and  that  he 
had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  lease,  and 
execute  a  counterpart :  and  that  although  he  the  plaintiff 
[remained  and  continued  such  tenant  as  aforesaid,  from  the 
said  24th  day  of  June  in  the  year  aforesaid]  until  the 
22nd  day  of  December  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  did  in 
due  manner  pay  to  the  defendant  the  sum  of  11/.  5s.  of 
the  rent  aforesaid,  for  one  quarter  of  a  year  of  the  said 
term,  ending  on  the  29th  day  of  September  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  yet  the  defendant  did  not  perform  or  regard  his 
Baid  promise  or  agreement,  but  broke  the  same  in  this, 
that  [he  the  plaintiff  hath  not  held  or  enjoyed  the  said 
premises  with  the  appurtenances  without  any  let,  &c., 
of  any  person  or  persons  claiming  by,  through,  from, 
or  under  the  defendant,  or  by  or  through  his  or  their 
acts,  means,  or  default],  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
one  Thomas  Robinson,  being  the  assignee  of  the  estate 
and  effects  of  Robert  Podbury,  an  insolvent  debtor,  duly 
adjudged  to  be  discharged  from  imprisonment,  to  wit,  on 
the  8th  day  of  May  in  the  year  aforesaid  &c.,  which  said 
Thomas  Robinson,  as  such  assignee  as  aforesaid,  [at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  said  tenancy],  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  eviction,  ejectment, 
and  expulsion  hereinafter  mentioned,  had  lawful  right  and 
title  to  the  possession  of  the  said  premises,  under  and  by 
lirtue  of  a  lease  to  the  said  Robert  Podbury  granted  long 

oo2 
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Eich.  of  Pleas,  before  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  by  the  defendant 

*   ^     and  certain  other  persons,  for  a  term  of  years  which  is  not 

Brashier      yet  expired,  did  [during  the  said  tenancy  of  the  plaintiff 

Jackson.      and]   during  the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  wit, 

on  &c.,  enter  into  the  said  premises,  and  in  and  upon 

the  possession  thereof,  and  ejected^  expelled^  and  removed 

the  plaintiff,  &c.  &c. 

Pleas,  first,  non  assumpsit ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  become  nor  was  he  tenant  to  the  defendant  of 
the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner 
and  form  &c. ;  thirdly,  a  traverse  of  the  plaintiff's  readi- 
ness to  accept  the  lease  and  execute  a  counterpart;  fourthly, 
a  denial  that  Robinson  had  lawful  right  and  title  to  the 
premises ;  and  lastly,  a  denial  of  the  eviction  of  the  plain- 
tiff by  Robinson :  on  all  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  1839,  (on  the  21st  of  Febru- 
ary), the  agreement  in  question  was  put  in,  and  appeared 
to  be  in  the  terms  stated  in  the  declaration.  It  was  ob- 
jected for  the  defendant,  that  the  instrument  did  not 
amount  to  an  actual  demise,  but  only  to  an  agreement  for 
a  future  lease,  and  therefore  that  the  second  plea,  deny- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  the  defendant,  waa 
proved,  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict 
on  that  issue.  The  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opi- 
nion, the  plaintiff's  counsel  applied  to  his  Lordship  to 
direct  an  amendment  of  the  declaration  under  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  by  omitting  such  words  as  im- 
ported an  actual  tenancy,  and  inserting  words  apphcablc 
to  an  agreement  for  a  lease.  The  defendant's  counsel 
objected  that  such  an  amendment  could  not  be  made,  as 
it  would  altogether  alter  the  frame  of  the  issues.  The 
Lord  Chief  Baron  however  granted  the  application,  and 
gave  the  plaintiff  (notwithstanding  the  objection  of  the 
defendant's  counsel,  that  the  amendment  must  be  made,  if 
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at  rU,  during  the  trial  and  before  verdict)  until  four  days  ^*«*-  <>/  P^at, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  Term  to  make  his  election  ^ 

whether  he  would  amend  or  not.  The  trial  proceeded,  Brasiher 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  Jackson. 
211/.  4^.  ^. ;  '^with  liberty  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend, 
delivering  his  amendment- four  days  before  the  Term,  and 
with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  or 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  otherwise,  as  he  might  be  ad- 
vised.^^  And  on  the  8th  of  April,  the  following  order  for 
the  amendment  was  drawn  up  and  signed  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron,  and  indorsed  on  the  postea,  and  a  copy 
thereof  was  delivered  to  the  defendant. 

'^  According  to  the  statute  made  in  the  3rd  and  4th 
years  of  the  reign  of  His  late  Majesty  King  William  IV., 
I  do  order  that  the  plaintiff  have  leave  to  amend,  and  that 
he  do  amend  accordingly  the  within  record,  by  striking 
out  of  the  declaration  the  words  beginning  '  heretofore* 
to  the  word  '  in,'  both  inclusive  (a),  and  then  inserting 
the  word  'by/  and  striking  out  the  words  'thereto- 
fore' and  'aforesaid,  whereby,'  and  inserting  the  words 
*  of  our  Lord  1838 ;'  striking  out  the  words  '  the  said' 
and  inserting  the  word  'certain;'  and  by  striking  out 
the  words  'plaintiff  should  have  held,'  &c.,  to  the  word 
'appurtenances,'  inclusive,  and  then  striking  out  the 
words  'and  during,'  and  the  words  'without  any,'  &c., 
to  the  word  '  default,'  inclusive,  and  inserting  the  words 
'  defendant  had  good  right  and  title  to  grant  the  said 
lease;'  and  by  striking  out  the  words  'remained  and 
continued  such  tenant  as  aforesaid  from  the  said  24th  day 
of  June  in  the  year  aforesaid,'  and  inserting  the  words 
'confiding  in  the  said  agreement,  &c.,  promise,  imme- 
diately after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  entered  into  and  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  became  and  was  the  tenant  thereof,  and 

(a)  The  parts  in  which  the  amendments  were  made  are  inclosed  within 
brackets  in  the  original  declaration. 
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Exeh.  of  Ptea$,  BO  remained  (rom  thence ;'  and  by  striking  oat  the  woris 

^  ^^^'   .     'he  the  plaintiflF/  &c.,  to   the  word  'default/  inclu8i?e, 

Brasuibe      and  inserting  the  words    'the  defendant  had  not  good 

Jacksok.      right  or  title  to  grant  the  said  lease  /  and  by  striking  oat 

the  words  '  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  slid 

tenancy/  and  inserting  the  words  '  on  the  said  24tli  daj 

of  June^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1838/ 

"  Abinoib." 

In  the  following  Easter  Term,  BonqHis,  Serjt.,  moTedfiv 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  above  order  should  not  be 
rescinded^  and  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and 
a  nonsuit  entered.  First,  the  amendment  was  not  within 
the  statute  at  all;  it  produces  an  entire  change  of  the 
record,  and  necessarily  introduces  totally  dijfferent  issues. 
{Alderson,  B. — It  is  a  new  contract,  and  a  new  hreacL] 
Secondly,  the  amendment  must  be  made  before  verdict; 
the  jury  are  to  try  the  amended  record.  The  plaintiff  did 
not  elect  to  amend  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  nor  ooukl  the 
defendant  teU,  until  the  service  of  the  order  on  the  9tk  of 
April,  many  weeks  after  the  trial,  whether  he  would  amend 
or  not ;  and  then  he  amended  the  declaration  only,  leaving 
the  rest  of  the  issue  unaltered.  [Alder^tm,  B. — If  the 
Judge  gives  a  power  to  amend  in  futuro,  how  can  it  be  said 
that  it  is  made  in  a  matter  which,  in  his  judgment,  is  not 
material  to  the  merits  of  the  case?  That  implies  that  he 
must  exercise  a  judgment  on  it  at  the  time.]  Thirdlfi 
supposi.  ^  the  amendment  not  made,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  the  instrument  produced  being  only 
an  undertaking  to  grant  a  future  lease,  whereas  the  dedar- 
ation  describes  it  as  an  actual  demise.  The  promise  al- 
leged, that  the  plaintiff  should  hold  and  eigoy  free  from  let 
&c.  by  the  plaintiff,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  would  not 
arise  out  of  a  mere  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  in  futuro; 
the  point  arises,  therefore,  on  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit 

A  rule  having  been  granted. 
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Erie  and  Humfrey  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  Terra. — First,  E^ch.  of  PUap, 

*  1840 

he  amendment  was  within  the  statute.     [AldersoUy  B. —  ^-1^ 

low  is  it  an  alteration  in  the  terms  of  the  same  contract?  Brasuier 
—it  is  a  wholly  different  one.  Besides,  there  is  another  jackson. 
»bjection,  that  it  was  not  made  at  the  trial.]  It  was  taken 
&  so  made.  It  is  the  constant  practice  to  take  amend- 
aents  at  Nisi  Prius  as  being  then  made,  although  in 
act  made  afterwards.  \^Alderson,  B. — Surely  it  must  be 
lade  at  the  trial,  because  the  trial  is  to  proceed,  and  the 
iiry  are  to  pass  their  opinion  upon  the  amended  record. 
lie  amendment  must  be  conformable  to  the  case  proved, 
nd  the  issues  joined :  but  this  alters  all  the  issues  in  sub- 
tance.]  Then  it  is  contended  that  the  declaration  is  good 
s  it  originally  stood,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
etain  his  verdict  upon  it.  It  alleges  that  the  plaintiff 
ecame  tenant  to  the  defendant  on  the  terms  contained  in 
ertain  articles  of  agreement,  containing  certain  specific 
tipulations,  which  are  set  forth.  If  the  instrument  of  the 
nd  of  May  was  a  lease,  the  declaration  was  proved  in  omni- 
nsj  and  if  it  was  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  it  was 
roved  in  substance.  The  criterion  whether  an  instrument 
mount  to  a  lease  or  to  an  agreement  only,  is  thus  stated  in 
Jac.  Abr.  Leases  (K.) :  "  Whatever  words  are  sufficient  to 
xplain  the  intent  of  the  parties,  that  the  one  shall  devest 
imself  of  the  possession,  and  the  other  come  into  it  for 
.  determinate  time,  such  words,  whether  they  run  in  the 
orm  of  a  license,  covenant,  or  agreement,  are  of  them- 
elves  sufficient,  and  will,  in  construction  of  law,  amoimt 
.0  a  lease  for  years,  as  effectually  as  if  the  most  proper  and 
[>ertinent  words  had  been  made  use  of  for  that  purpose.^^ 
Here  there  is  an  intention  sufficiently  expressed,  that  the 
defendant  shall  devest  himself  of  the  possession,  and  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  it  for  a  determinate  time,  and  at  a 
determinate  rent.  There  is  also,  it  is  true,  an  intention 
expressed  that  another  instrument  shall  be  afterwards  exe- 
cuted; but  that  does  not  prevent  the  first  from  operating 

VOL.  VI.  p  p  M.  w. 
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Exch,  of  PUat,  as  a  lease  in  the  meantime.  The  law  on  this  tabject  was 
^  ^  ^  fully  gone  into  in  the  recent  case  of  Alderman  t.  Neaie  (a), 
Brashiee  in  which  an  instrument  very  similar  to  the  present  was 
Jackson.  held  to  operate  as  a  present  demise.  Here,  as  there^  the 
party  was  let  into  possession  on  terms  distinctly  ascer- 
tained^ and  might  have  gone  on  for  the  whole  term  without 
the  execution  of  a  formal  lease.  [They  cited  also,  in  support 
of  this  part  of  the  argument,  1  Rol.  Abr.  847,  MaUoiit 
case  (A),  Pooh  v.  Beniley  (c),  Pinero  v.  Judson  {d),  Wrighi 
V.  Trevezant  (c),  TFarman  v.  FaUhfuU  (/).]  The  cases  of 
Morgan  v.  Bissell  (ff),  Roe  v.  Asfibumer  (A),  and  Ha^wari 
v.  Haswell{i),  which  may  appear  contrary,  are  distingiush- 
able.  In  the  first  the  rent  was  not  ascertained,  in  the 
second  the  premises  were  not,  in  the  last  the  proposed 
lessor  had  no  power  of  granting  a  lease.  In  each  of  them, 
therefore,  there  was  something  further  to  be  done,  which 
prevented  the  parties  from  entering  upon  certain  lands 
for  a  certain  time  and  at  a  certain  rent,  or  something  to 
be  done  before  the  other  party  could  be  clothed  with  the 
character  of  lessor. 

But  even  if  this  was  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  the 
declaration  was  substantially  proved.  The  plaintiff  became 
tenant  to  the  defendant.  On  the  2nd  of  May,  he  was  pot 
into  possession  by  virtue  of  this  contract :  and  if  he  was 
tenant  from  year  to  year,  it  was  on  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten agreement.  Could  he  not  have  been  sued  for  the  £4& 
as  rent  by  the  year  ?  or  if  he  had  not  been  paid  the  rates 
or  taxes,  or  not  repaired? 

But,  lastly,  the  second  issue  is  in  (act  wholly  imma- 
terial.    It  matters  not  whether  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  or 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  704.  &  M.  137. 

(b)  Cro.  Eliz.  33.  (g)3  Taunt  65. 

(c)  12  East,  168.  (h)  5  T.  R.  163. 

(rf)  6  Bing.  205 ;  3  M.  &  P.  497.  (i)  6  Ad.  &  EU.  265 ;  1  Ner.  ft 

(e)  Moo.  8s  Mai.  232.  P.  411. 

(/)  5  B.  &  Adol.  1042 ;   3  Nev. 
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not ;  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  has  pro-  Sxck.  of  pieag, 
mised  to  grant  him  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  has  *   ^ 

broken  that  promise.  \Maidey  B. — ^The  promise  is  ^^in  Brashieb 
consideration  of  the  premises  /^  that  is,  inter  alia,  of  the  Jackson. 
plaintiff's  haying  become  tenant.]  Then  the  agreement 
must  be  as  binding  on  the  one  party  as  the  other :  if  the 
defendant  conld  have  enforced  the  terms  of  it  against  the 
plaintiff,  it  must  be  reciprocal.  If  the  production  of  the 
agreement  would  shew  that  the  plaintiff  held  on  the  terms 
of  paying  45/.  a-year,  it  must  also  shew  a  valid  contract  as 
against  the  other  party  j  and  therefore  the  legal  effect  of  it 
is  that  there  is  an  implied  promise  of  quiet  enjoyment. 
[Aldersonf  B. — If  it  be  only  an  agreement  to  give  a  lease 
containing  such  a  covenant,  there  is  no  actual  promise : 
a  farther  act  is  to  be  done  before  the  promise  arises. 
Maule,  B. — In  stating  this  promise,  you  have  stated  a 
lease :  if  you  have  not  proved  a  lease,  you  have  not  proved 
your  declaration.] 

Bompas,  Seijt.,  and  G.  T.  White,  contra. — The  only 
question  which  really  remains  for  consideration  in  this 
case,  and  which  arises  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  is, 
whether  this  instrument  be  an  agreement  for  a  lease  only, 
or  an  actual  lease.  The  authorities  go  clearly  to  this  ex- 
tent, that  unless  there  be  some  words  of  present  demise, 
the  instrument  does  not  amount  to  a  lease.  [They  then 
cited  and  commented  on  the  following  cases: — Maldon's 
case,  Croodtitle  v.  Way  (a),  Poole  v.  Bentley,  Pinero  v.  Judson, 
Warman  v.  Faithfull,  Wright  v.  Trezevant,  Alderman  v. 
Neate,  Hegan  v.  Johnson  {b),  Doe  d.  Bromfield  v.  Smith  (c). 
Dunk  y. Hunter  {d),  Rawson  y,Eicke{e)'].  This  is  a  de- 
mise contracted  for,  not  one  executed.    The  real  effect  of 

(a)  1  T.  R.  735.  (d)  5  B.  &  Aid.  322. 

(6)  2  Taunt  148.  (e)  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  451 ;  2  Nev.  & 

(c)  6  East,  530.  P.  423. 

P  p2 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  the  transaction  is  this,  that  the  plaintiff  gives  £25  for 
^  '    ^     permission  to  enter  immediately,   but  does  not  become 
Brashier      lessee  until  the  execution  of  the  lease,  pursuant  to  the  sti- 
Jackson.       pulations  of  the  agreement. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — [After  stating  the  nature  of  the 
case,  and  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  allowance  of  the 
amendment,  he  proceeded :]  The  Court  are  of  opinion  that 
I  had  no  power,  without  the  consent  of  both  parties,  to 
give  the  plaintiff  the  liberty  of  making  the  amendment 
after  the  trial,  but  that  I  should  have  postponed  the  trial 
for  that  purpose,  according  to  the  provisions  in  the  23rd 
section  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  But  my  Brother  Bm- 
pas  has  also  satisfied  us  that  it  was  an  amendment  which 
ought  not  to  have  been  allowed,  inasmuch  as  it  introdaced 
a  new  contract,  and  would  require  a  remodelling  of  all  the 
pleas  on  the  record.  And  we  are  of  opinion,  that  as  the 
declaration  originally  stood,  the  plea  that  the  defendant  did 
not  become  tenant  modo  et  forma  was  substantially  prored, 
the  articles  of  agreement  amounting  only  to  a  contract  for 
a  future  tenancy.  The  result  is,  that  a  nonsuit  must  k 
entered. 

Rule  absolute  according)/. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


Basan  v.  Arnold. 


A 


SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  68/.  9*.  at  three  xoan  action  on 
months,  drawn  by  one  Philip  Lazarus  upon  and  accepted  by  change  by^the 
the  defendant,  and  indorsed  by  the  said  Philip  Lazarus  to  indorsee  against 

"  \      ^  the  acceptor, 

J.  C.  Batho^  who  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff.  the  defendant 

Pleas — first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept  the  bill ;  that  the  bin 
iccondly,  that  the  said  P.  Lazarus  drew   and  indorsed,  ^cw^teTfo*"* 

ind  he  the  defendant  accepted  the  said  bill,  for  the  ac-  the  accommoda- 
tion of  B.  ;  that 

oommodation  of  the  said  J.  C.  Batho,  and  without  any  b.  indorsed  and 
ndnation  or  consideration  by  any  one  given  or  received  the*putntiff;'?n 
far  the  said  drawing  or  indorsing,  or  for  the  said  accept-  °r**5'^?^*'^®*J\® 
mce  or  the  payment  thereof;  of  all  which  the  plaintiff  discount  it  and 

ij.  -iiin-i  ft  t  t  •  1    P*y  ^®  value 

liad  notice :  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  said  to  b.,  but  that 
J.  C.  Batho  then  indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  biU  to  Jl'o't  dislouft  11* 
Uie  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  took  and  received,  and  or  pay  the  value 

L        ,  till  .  1  1  1  to  R,  or  to  the 

U8  always  held  the  same,  m  order  and  upon  the  agree-  drawer^ortothe 
Beat  and  terms  that  he  the  plaintiff  should  discount  the  this^pieathe 
ttme,  and  then  pay  the  value  and  proceeds  thereof  upon  P^ajni^ff'epiied, 

'  *    •'  *^  *^  de  injuria:^ 

Rich  discounting  to  the  said  J.  C.  Batho,  and  for  no  other  ^*'id,  that  the 

.  replication  was 

!0D8ideration  or  value,   and  upon  no  other  terms  what-  good,  inasmuch 
!ver.    And  the  defendant  further  says^  that  the  plaintiff  amounied^u) 
lid  not  discotmt  the  said  bill,  or  pay  the  value  or  pro-  n»atter  of  excuse 

'  *■    *f  *  for  the  nonpay- 

seeds  thereof  upon  such  discounting,  or  any  part  there-  mentofthebiii. 
>^  to  the   said  J.  C.  Batho,  or  to  the  said  P.  Lazarus,  ant  pleaded, 
» to  the  defendant,  but  he  the  plaintiff  holds,  and  always  fi e''indo«e'^' 
Iws  held,  the  said  bill  without  having  given  any  value  *"«"'  ""^  be- 

.  o  #  £Qj,g  jjjg  com- 

''liatever  for  the  same,  and  that  neither  the  defendant  nor  mencement  of 

the  suit,  the 
plaintiff  in- 
'^^d  and  delivered  the  bill  to  a  person,  whose  name  is  to  the  defendant  unknown ;  and 
°^  defendant  then  became,  and  still  is,  liable  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  said  person  to 
''oqi  it  was  so  indorsed,  and  who  from  the  time  of  that  indorsement  hitherto  has  been 
'^  is  the  holder  thereof  Replication,  that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit 
^  plaintiff  was,  and  slUt  tj»,  the  holder  of  the  said  bill ;  without  this,  that  any  other  person  is 
^  holder  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  is  alleged: — Hetdt  that  this  replication 
^  bad, as  the  traverse  was  too  large,  and  put  in  issue  the  plaintiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  bill, 
^^  only  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  but  also  at  the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded, 
Uch  was  immaterial. 
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Exeh.  of  Pitas,  the  said  p.  Lazarus  nor  the  said  J.  C.  Batho  has  ctct  re- 
ceived any  value  or  consideration  whatever  for  the  said 
bill. — Verification. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  that,  after  the  said  bill 
was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  commenoe- 
ment  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  July,  1839, 
he  the  plaintiff  indorsed  the  said  bill,  upon  good  and 
sufficient  consideration,  to  a  certain  person  whose  name 
is  to  the  defendant  unknown,  and  the  defendant  then 
became  and  still  is  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  said 
bill  to  the  said  person  to  whom  it  was  so  indorsed,  and 
who  from  the  time  of  that  indorsement  hitherto  has  been 
and  is  the  holder  thereof;  and  this  the  defendant  is  readj 
to  verify,  &c. 

To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  de  injurii;  and 
to  the  third  he  replied,  that  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit  the  plaintiff  was,  and  stiU  is,  the  holder  of 
the  said  bill ;  without  this,  that  any  other  person  ii  the 
holder  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  i> 
alleged. 

To  both  these  replications  the  defendant  demurred,  and 
assigned  the  following  causes: — To  the  replication  to  the 
2nd  plea ;  that  the  said  second  plea  does  not  admit  that 
the  defendant  ever  made  any  promise  to  pay  the  plaintiff, 
but  amounts  to  a  denial  or  traverse  of  any  such  promise 
ever  having  been  made,  and  that  the  said  second  plea 
does  not  consist  of  a  mere  matter  of  excuse  for  the  non- 
performance of  the  promise  declared  on,  but  amounts  to 
an  avoidance  thereof.  And  that  the  same  plea  contains 
also  matter  of  interest  in  the  defendant  in  the  said  bill 
of  exchange ;  and  also  that  the  defendant  in  his  said  plea 
justifies  under  authority  from  the  plaintiff.  To  the  repli- 
cation to  the  last  plea,  that  the  special  traverse,  being  the 
concluding  part  of  the  said  replication  to  the  last  plea, 
which  is  the  part  thereof  which  professes  to  take  issue  on 
the  plea,  does  not  put  in  issue  the  allegation  contained 


i 
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therein^  tliat  such  other  person  was  the  holder  of  the  bill  Exch.  of  Pieat, 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  or  of  the  *  ^ 

plea  being  pleaded,  but  seeks  to  raise  an  issue  whether  Basan 
any  other  person  was  such  holder  at  the  date  of  the  said  Arnold. 
replication.  That  if  the  said  replication  puts  in  issue  the 
&ct,  whether  any  other  person  than  the  plaintiff  were  such 
holder  at  the  time  of  such  plea  being  pleaded,  the  issue 
thereby  raised  is  immaterial ;  that  if  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  rely  on  the  allegation  in  the  replication,  that  the  said 
plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
and  still  is,  the  holder  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  the 
plaintiff  should  not  have  pleaded  the  same  as  induce- 
ment to  the  special  traverse,  but  should  have  concluded  to 
the  country,  with  the  addition  of  such  special  traverse. 
And  further,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  said  replication, 
hath  so  replied  as  to  leave  the  said  defendant  in  doubt 
as  to  the  part  of  the  said  replication  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff means  to  take  issue,  and  that  the  said  traverse  is 
double  and  immaterial. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Dowdeswell,  in  support  of  the  demurrers. — First,  the 
replication  to  the  second  plea  is  bad.  That  is  not  a 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  but  it  in  effect  denies 
that  the  defendant  made  any  promise  to  pay  the  plaintiff 
the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  it  sets  up  an  interest  in  the 
defendant  in  the  bill.  IParke,  B. — Was  not  this  point 
settled  in  Isaac  v.  Farrar  (a)  ?  It  was  there  held,  that 
where  the  plea  admits  the  contract  and  the  breach,  and 
only  alleges  facts  by  way  of  excuse,  the  replication  de  in- 
]uri&  is  proper.  The  defendant  admits  the  indorsement, 
but  says  it  was  without  consideration.]  The  plea  states 
that  the  indorsement  was  made  for  a  special  purpose  only, 
and  as  that  was  not  complied  with,  it  passed  no  property 
in  the  bill  to  the  plaintiff.     It  does  not  admit  the  indorse. 

(a)  1  M.&W.  65. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  ment  and  promise  stated  in  the  declaration ;  and  the  repli- 
'  .  cation  de  injuria  is  therefore  inapplicable;  fVhittakerT, 
Basam  Mason  (a).  In  Buchanan  v.  Ftndlay  {b),  Lord  Tenterdea 
Arnold.  says,  '^  If  goods  or  bills  are  deposited  for  a  specific  object, 
and  the  bailee  does  not  perform  the  object,  he  must  return 
them ;  the  property  in  the  bailor  is  not  divested  or  trans- 
ferred until  the  object  is  performed/'  IParke,  B. — Is  not 
this  exactly  the  same  as  the  case  of  Isaac  v.  Farrar?  The 
plea  admits  the  indorsement  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that, 
prima  facie,  tranfers  the  property  in  the  bill.  The  fiurts 
alleged  in  the  plea  constitute  matter  of  excuse  for  the 
nonpayment  of  the  bill.  In  IMiittaker  v.  Mason,  the  action 
was  for  a  breach  of  contract  in  not  paying  for  goods  by 
bills  with  security,  and  the  plea  set  out  a  custom  of  trade 
that  such  security  was  only  given  when  it  was  demanded 
before  the  goods  were  delivered :  that  is  a  totally  different 
case.]  At  all  events,  the  replication  to  the  third  plea  is 
bad ;  for  it  does  not  put  in  issue  the  allegation  in  the  plea, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  holder  of  the  bill  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
The  Court  then  called  upon 

Knowles  to  support  this  replication. — The  allegation  ifl 
the  third  plea  is,  that  some  other  person  and  not  the 
plaintiff  was  the  holder  of  the  bill ;  this,  to  render  it  ma- 
terial, must  be  taken  to  mean,  at  the  commencement  of 
the  suit ;  and  that  is  the  allegation  traversed  by  the  repli- 
cation. It  therefore  puts  in  issue  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  holder  of  the  bill  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit.  Besides,  it  is  expressly  alleged  in  the  repli- 
cation that  the  plaintiff  was  the  holder  at  the  time  of  tie 
commencement  of  the  suit;  and  although  that  is  in  the  in- 
troductory part  before  the  traverse,  still  it  may  be  taken 
to  assist  the  traverse.  In  all  pleadings,  the  time  referred 
to  is  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  unless  the  contrair 
appears.     That  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Ok*^^- 

{a)  2  Scott,  567  ;  2  Biiig.  N.  C.  359.  (6)  9  B.  &  Cr.  749. 
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Waters  (a).     IParke,  B.,  referred  to  Evans  v.  Prosser  {b),  iSjtc*.  of  PUat, 
tt  OTemiling  Reynolds  v.  Beerling  (c).]  When  the  plaintiflF  '   ^ 

tr&Tenes  that  any  other  person  is  the  holder^  in  manner        Basan 
md  form^  it  means  at  the  time  the  plea  points  ont^  which       Arnold. 
is  the  commencement  of  the  action. 


Dowdestvellj  contra. — If  the  words  "still  is'^  had  had 
the  meaning  contended  for^  the  plea  would  have  been  held 
good  in  Evans  v.  Prosser,  because  then  it  would  have  re- 
ferred to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  In 
Dmdy  v.  Powell  (d),  a  plea  of  set-oflF,  stating  that  "before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  the 
phuntiff  was  indebted  to  the  defendant/'  was  held  bad  on 
demurrer,  for  omitting  to  add  "  and  still  is  indebted/' 
which  shews  that  the  words  "  still  is''  have  not  the  mean- 
ing contended  for.  Here  the  party  may  have  got  the  bill 
hack  into  his  own  hands  subsequently  to  the  plea  being 
pleaded,  consistently  with  what  is  stated  in  this  replica- 
tion. The  plaintiff,  by  traversing  that  any  other  person  is 
the  holder  thereof,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  in  fact  alleges 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  holder  at  the  time  of  the  plea 
pleaded.  Le  Bret  v.  PapUlon  [e).  But  the  fact  so  averred 
is  immaterial,  and  the  defendant  is  embarrassed  as  to  the 
mode  of  taking  issue. 

Parke,  B. — The  replication  would  make  it  necessary  for 
the  defendant  to  shew  not  only  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
the  holder  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  but  that  he 
^as  not  so  at  the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded.    The  allegation 

■ 

^>  that  no  other  person  is  the  holder  thereof;  such  a  tra- 
^^rse  is  too  large,  because  it  makes  it  incumbent  on  the 
defendant  to  shew  that  another  person,  and  not  the  plain- 
ttff,  was  the  holder,  both  at  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion and  at  the  time  of  the  pica  being  pleaded.    The  latter 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  91.  V.  MonUigue,  Doug.  112. 

(6)  3  T.  R.  186.  (rf)  3  M,  &  W.  442. 

(c)  Cited  in  the  notes  to  Sullivan  (e)  4  East,  502. 
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Exch.  of  PUat,  fact  is  immaterial,  and  therefore  the  replication  is  bad.  I 
^^  •  think  the  word  "  is''  refers  to  the  time  of  the  plea  pleadei 
Both  parties  may  have  leave  to  amend,  otherwise  there 
must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  repHcation  de 
injuria,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  replication  to  the 
third  plea. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  repUcation  to 
the  third  plea  is  bad.  The  plaintiff  has  pleaded  in  such  a 
way  as  to  compel  the  defendant  to  prove  that  which  is  im- 
material. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Leave  to  amend  accordingly. 


The  Company  of  Proprietors  op  the  Parrett  Navi- 
gation Company  v,  Jacob  Stower,  Isaac  Trott,  and 
James  Munckton. 

Case.— The  i^ASE. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged,  that 
the  de^daradon    bcforc  aud  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress  thereinafter 

alleged,  that  the 

plaintiffs  were  proprietors  of  the  Parrett  Navigation  under  certain  acts  of  Parliament,  whiA 
empowered  them  to  receive  certain  tolls,  and  in  case  of  refusal  or  neglect  of  payment,  to  kIk 
and  distrain  the  goods  in  respect  of  which  such  tolls  ought  to  have  been  paid,  and  the  barge 
laden  therewith,  or  any  other  goods  belonging  to  the  owners  of  such  first-mentioned  goods,  or 
to  the  person  from  whom  such  tolls  should  be  due,  being  on  the  said  navigatiGn  or  any  psrt 
thereof,  or  any  premises  thereto  belonging,  and  to  detain  the  same  until  payment  of  the  tolls* 
It  then  alleged  that  a  certain  sura  was  due  and  in  arrear  to  the  plaintiffs  as  and  for  tolb  p«f* 
able  to  them  under  the  said  acts,  for  the  transit  and  conveyance  of  certain  goods  in  a  cert&in 
barge,  then  navigated  and  conducted  by  the  defendants,  I.  T.  and  J.  M.,  upon  the  said  narigi* 
tion ;  and  averred  a  demand  of  the  tolls  from  the  person  so  navigating  the  said  barge,  vbo 
refused  to  pay  the  same,  a  seizure  of  the  barge  as  a  distress,  and  a  rescue  by  the  defeodaots 
whilst  the  plaintiffs'  bailiff  was  about  to  detain  and  impound  the  same: — Heid,  on  special  de 
murrer,  that  the  count  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the  articles  distrained  vere 
those  in  respect  of  which  the  tolls  were  due,  or  the  property  of  the  person  from  whom  theywf* 
due,  and  consequently  did  not  shew  any  authority  to  distrain  them. 

The  second  count  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  seized  a  certain  barge  then  navigated  and  con- 
ducted by  the  said  I.  T.  and  J.  M.,  and  a  certain  quantity  of  coals  then  being  in  the  said  barget 
the  said  barge  and  coals  then  being  on  the  said  navigation,  as  a  distress  for  certain  tolls  tbeo 
in  arrear  for  the  conveyance  of  certain  goods  upon  the  said  navigation,  and  had  detained  and 
impounded  the  said  barge  and  coals,  with  intent  to  appraise  and  sell  the  same,  according  to  tke 
form  and  effect  of  the  said  statutes,  whereupon  the  defendants  on  &c.  broke  the  taid  pound.vA 
rescued  the  barge  and  coals,  whereby  &c. : — Held^  that  this  count  was  good,  because  the  goo<^ 
being  alleged  to  have  been  inipoundedt  they  were  then  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  the  de- 
fendants had  no  right  to  retake  them,  and  in  so  doing  were  wrong-doers. 

A  demurrer  commencing,  "  And  the  defendant  says  that  tlte  said  declaraiion  is  insufficient io 
law,"  and  then  proceeding  to  assign  separate  causes  of  demurrer  to  each  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, is  in  form  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  declaration  ;  and  if  any  count  be  good,  thepUiotiiru 
entitled  to  judgment,  the  demurrer  being  too  large. 
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mentioned/ the  plaintiffs  were  and  still  are  a  body  corpo-  Ssek.  of  puas, 
rate,  by  the  name  of  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the 
Parrett  Navigation,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  passed  in 
the  7  Will.  4,  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  said  act,  and  of 
a  certain  act  passed  in  the  2  Vict.,  the  said  plaintiffs  during 
all  the  time  aforesaid  were  entitled  to  receive  certain  tolls, 
rates,  and  duties,  &c.;  and  by  whichfirst-mentioned  act  it  was 
enacted,  that  all  tolls  &c.  becoming  due  to  the  said  Company 
under  and  by  virtue  of  that  act,  should  be  paid  to  such  per- 
sons, at  such  place  or  places  near  to  the  said  navigation 
euid  other  works,  and  under  such  regulations  and  in  such 
manner,  as  the  said  Company  should  direct ;  and  in  case  of 
refusal  or  neglect  of  payment,  the  said  Company  might,  in 
case  such  tolls  should  amount  to  or  exceed  £20,  sue  for 
the  same  by  action  of  debt  or  upon  the  case,  or  the  said 
Company  or  their  collectors  or  agents  might,  and  they  were 
thereby  empowered,  whether  the  tolls,  rates,  or  duties  ex- 
seeded  the  sum  of  <£20  or  not,  to  seize  and  distrain  the 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandize  in  respect  of  which  such 
tolls  &c.  ought  to  have  been  paid  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
barge,  boat,  or  vessel  laden  therewith,  or  any  other  goods, 
&c.,  belonging  to  the  owners  of  said  first -mentioned  goods, 
&c.,  or  to  the  person  from  whom  such  tolls  &c.  should  be 
due,  and  any  barge  &c.  belonging  to  the  owner  of  siich 
first-mentioned  barge,  or  to  the  person  from  whom  such 
tolls  &c.  should  be  due,  and  respectively  being  on  the  said 
navigation  and  other  works,  or  any  part  thereof  respectively, 
or  any  wharf,  quay,  landing-place,  or  warehouse  belonging 
thereto,  and  detain  the  same  until  the  payment  of  all  and 
singular  the  tolls  &c.  which  at  the  time  of  such  seizure  and 
distress  made  should  be  due  and  owing  to  the  said  Company. 
The  count  then  averred,  that  the  sum  o{ dLSsA^d,  had  been 
and  was  due  and  owing  and  in  arrear  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  and 
for  toUs  payable  to  them  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  said  acts, 
for  the  transit  and  conveyance  of  certain  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandize,  in  a  certain  barge  then  navigated  and  con- 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  ducted  by  certain  persons,  to  wit,  the  defendants  Isaac 

Trott  and  James  Munckton,  upon  the  said  navigation,  a^ 
cording  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts  in  that  behalf, 
and  which  said  tolls,  when  they  so  became  dae  as  afore- 
said, were  payable  at  a  place  near  to  the  said  nangatioD, 
and  to  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  Francis  Keehlman, 
in  that  behalf  duly  named  and  appointed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs under  certain  regulations  of  the  plaintiffs,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  whereof  the  said  persons 
so  navigating  and  conducting  the  said  barge  then  had 
notice.  The  declaration  then  stated,  that  after  the  said 
sum  of  money  became  due,  and  whilst  it  was  in  arrear,  and 
before  the  distress,  the  said  F.  Keehlman,  being  a  person 
appointed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  receive  the  tolls,  demanded 
payment  of  the  same  from  the  said  person  so  navigating 
the  said  barge,  who  refused  to  pay  the  same.  It  then 
alleged  a  seizure  of  the  barge  as  a  distress,  and  a  rescue 
by  the  defendants  while  the.  plaintiff's  bailiff  was  about  to 
detain  and  impound  the  same,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were 
greatly  delayed  in  the  recovery  of  the  tolls,  and  deprired 
of  the  means  of  obtaining  satisfaction  thereof,  and  of  the 
charges  of  the  said  distress,  and  were  likely  to  lose  the 
same. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  their 
bailiff,  had  seized  a  certain  barge  then  navigated  and  con- 
ducted by  the  said  Isaac  Trott  and  James  Munckton,  and 
a  quantity  of  coals  then  being  on  the  said  navigation,  as  8 
distress  for  certain  tolls,  to  wit,  5/.  8*.  4Jd.,  then  in  arrear 
and  unpaid  for  and  in  respect  of  the  conveyance  of  goods 
upon  the  said  navigation,  and  had  detained  and  impounded 
the  said  laaft-mentioncd  barge  and  coals,  upon  a  certain 
part  of  the  said  navigation,  being  the  most  convenient  part 
of  the  said  navigation  for  that  purpose,  with  intent  to  ap- 
praise and  sell  them,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of 
the  said  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided  as  afore- 
said; whereupon  the  defendants  broke  and  entered  the 
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said  pound,  and  rescued  the  said  barge  and  coals^  wliereby  Exch.  of  PUas, 
the  plaintiffs  had  been  and  were  greatly  delayed  in  the 
recovery  of  the  said  last-mentioned  tolls  so  in  arrear  as 
aforesaid^  and  deprived  of  the  means  of  obtaining  satisfac- 
tion thereof,  and  of  the  charges  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
distress,  and  were  likely  to  lose  the  same. 

To  this  declaration  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  which 
commenced  as  follows : — '^  And  the  defendants,  by  &c.,  say 
that  the  said  declaration  is  insufficient  in  law.  And  for 
causes  of  demurrer  to  the  first  count  thereof,  the  defend- 
ants, according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  set  down  and  shew  to  the  Court  here 
the  following,  viz.  for  that  it  is  not  stated  or  alleged,  nor 
doth  it  appear  in  or  by  the  said  first  count,  that  the  said 
barge  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  so  seized  as 
therein  mentioned,  was  the  goods  &c.  in  respect  of  which 
the  said  tolls  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof, 
became  due  or  payable,  or  the  barge  &c.  laden  therewith, 
or  any  other  goods  &c.  belonging  to  the  owner  of  such 
first-mentioned  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  the  per- 
son from  whom  such  tolls  &c.,  or  any  part  thereof,  were 
due,  or  any  barge  &c.  belonging  to  the  owner  of  such  first- 
mentioned  barge,  or  to  the  person  from  whom  such  tolls 
were  due,  as  by  the  said  first-mentioned  act  is  required, 
&c.  And  also,  for  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  in  or  by 
their  said  first  count  shewn  or  set  forth  any  good  or  law- 
ful right  or  authority  to  seize  or  distrain  the  said  barge 
therein  mentioned.  And  for  causes  of  demurrer  to  the 
said  last  count,  the  defendants,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  &c.,  set  down  and  shew  to  the  Court  here  the 
following*^  (setting  forth  similar  causes). 

^'And  for  a  further  cause  of  demurrer  to  the  whole  of 
the  said  declaration,  the  defendants  state  and  shew  to  the 
Court  here,  that  the  same  is  not  properly  in  titled  as  of 
the  Pleas  side  of  this  Honourable  Court,'^  &c.,  &c.,  [an  ob- 
jection which  was  not  insisted  upon  in  the  argument] . 
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The  points  marked  for  argument  were, "  that  in  neither 
count  is  a  sufiBicient  right  or  power  of  distress  shewn  within 
the  terms  and  meaning  of  the  statute  6  &  7  Will.  4^ 
cap.  ci.  s.  126,  upon  which  the  alleged  right  of  distress  is 
founded.'* 


Hurlstone,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Butt  to  support  the  declaration. — ^The  second  count  is 
good,  and  as  the  demurrer  is  to  the  whole  declaration,  if 
either  count  is  good,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 
The  second  count  alleges  that  the  barge  and  coals  had 
been  impounded,  and  having  been  impounded,  they  were 
then  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  the  defendants  by 
breaking  the  pound  became  wrong-doers,  and  liable  in  an 
action  for  so  doing.  The  gist  of  the  action  alleged  in  that 
count  is  the  breach  of  the  pound,  and  the  statement  of  the 
seizure  of  the  barge  as  a  distress  is  mere  inducement  In 
Co.  Litt.  476,  it  is  said,  '^  If  the  distress  be  taken  of  goods 
without  cause,  the  owner  may  recover ;  but  if  they  be  dis- 
trained without  a  cause,  and  impounded,  the  owner  cannot 
break  the  pound  and  take  them  out,  because  they  are  in 
the  custody  of  the  law.'*  This  point  was  considered  in 
Cotsworth  V.  B€tti8on{a).  That  was  an  action  for  pound 
breach,  and  rescuing  a  mare  which  had  been  distrained 
damage  feasant ;  and  it  was  there  argued  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  entitled  himself  to  maintain  the  action,  for  he  had 
not  shewn  any  title  to  the  place  where  he  alleged  the  mare 
was  damage  feasant ;  but  the  Court  said,  ''  The  taking  of 
the  distress  is  but  an  inducement  to  the  action,  and  the 
breach  of  the  pound  is  the  gist  of  the  action :  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  shew  the  cause  of  the  distress  so  certainly.  And 
Bast.  Entr.  444,  and  all  the  other  precedents  in  parco 

(a)  1  Ld.  RayiD.  104;  1  Salk.  247. 
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fracto  are  in  this  manner/'  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Have  Exch.  of  putu, 
you  a  right  to  call  this  a  pounds  which  is  in  your  own  pos- 
session?] Yes;  the  distinction  in  such  a  case  is  only  as 
to  the  necessity  of  feeding  the  animal.  But  no  point  has 
been  made  as  to  the  impounding.  If  this  were  not  an  im- 
pounding^ the  defendants  might  have  traversed  that  alle- 
gation^ but  by  the  demurrer  they  have  admitted  it.  It  is 
laid  down  in  the  books^  that  wherever  an  animal  is  once 
put  in  the  pounds  the  owner  cannot  touch  it. 


Parrett 

Navigation 

Company 

V, 

Stower. 


Hurlstone,  contra. — The  plaintiffs  have  shewn  no  right 
whatever  to  distrain  the  goods  in  question ;  and  if  so^  the 
case  cited  does  not  apply.  In  that  case  there  was  a  com- 
mon law  right  to  distrain ;  but  here  there  is  no  such  right, 
the  plaintiffs  have  no  power  of  distress  except  by  virtue 
of  the  statute,  and  their  right  to  distrain  is  limited  to 
the  subject-matters  therein  mentioned ;  and  therefore  the 
declaration  ought  to  have  gone  on  to  shew  that  the  goods 
impounded  were  such  as  they  were  entitled  to  seize  on  a 
distress.  Besides,  in  the  case  cited,  the  question  arose  upon 
a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  which  is  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  upon  a  general  demurrer.  The  plaintiffs  on 
their  own  declaration  shew  themselves  to  be  trespassers, 
since  they  do  not  shew  they  were  entitled  to  take  as  a  dis- 
tress that  which  they  allege  they  so  took.  At  all  events,  the 
first  count  is  bad ;  and  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  judg- 
ment on  the  demurrer  to  that  count,  for  the  demurrer  is  in 
substance  a  demurrer  to  each  count;  the  causes  of  de- 
murrer being  assigned  separately  to  each. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration  is  sufficient.  It  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
seized  a  certain  barge  and  coals  as  a  distress  for  certain 
tolls  which  were  then  due,  and  had  impounded  them. 
Being  so  impounded,  they  were  then  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  and  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  break  the  pound 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  and  retake  them ;  and  in  so  doing  were  wrong-doers.  That 

count  therefore  shews  a  good  cause  of  action.  With  respect 
the  first  county  I  think  it  is  bad^  inasmuch  as  it  docs  not 
shew  that  the  articles  distrained  were  those  in  respect  of 
wliich  the  tolls  were  due,  or  that  they  were  the  property  of 
the  person  from  whom  the  tolls  were  due.  It  therefore 
does  not  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  had  any  authority  to  dis- 
train them.  But  as  the  demurrer  is  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  one  count  is  good,  and  the 
judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Parrett 

Navigation 

Company 

V. 

Stower. 


Alderson,  B. — The  demurrer  is  in  form  a  demurrer  to 
the  whole  declaration,  and  as  one  count  is  good,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Spiller  v.  Johnson. 

In  an  action  X  HE  declaration  commenced  as  follows : — "  James  Robert 
nam^e  of  the  ^  Spiller,  onc  of  the  public  officers  of  certain  persons  united 
public  officer  of  j^  copartnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrvinff  on  the  trade 

a  banking  co-  ^  *  jt      jr  «       o 

partnership  and  busiucss  of  bankers  in  England,  according  to  the 
tabiuhed  under  statute  in  such  casc  made  and  provided,  under  the  style 

i't  b^not^necel-'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Northamptonshire  Banking  Company,  and 
sary  to  allege     which  said  J.  R.  Spiller  hath  been  duly  nominated  and  ap- 

in  the  declara-  ^  7  •  j 

tion  that  the  pointed  and  now  is  one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  said 

member  of  the  Company,  according  to  the  force,  form,  and  effect  of  the 

he"ir  reJidenf  ^aid  act  of  ParUamcut,  complains,''  &c. 
in  England,  or        Special  dcmurrcr,  assigning;  the  following  causes  amongst 

been  duly  re-  othcrs :  for  that  it  docs  not  appear  in  or  by  the  said  dechr- 

requi7ed^by  the  ation,  that  the  plaintiff  was  or  is  a  member  of  the  said 

fhata^ct'""  ^^  copartnership,  or  that  he  was  or  is  resident  in  England,  or 

it  is  sufficient  that  hc  was  or  is  registered  as  such  public  officer. 

to  describe  the 

plaintiff  as 

one  of  the  public  officers  of  the  company  duly  appointed. 
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Martin,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  declaration  JSjtcA.  of  Pleat, 
ght  to  have  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  member  of  the     ^      ^  '   ^ 
mpany,  that  he  is  resident  in  England,  and  that  he  is       Spiller 

0* 

^istered  as  the  public  oflScer,  to  entitle  him  to  maintain       Johnson. 
e  action.     The  question  turns  on  the  4th  and  9th  see- 
ms of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  the  act  for  regulating  banking 
partnerships  in  England.    The  9th  section  provides,  that 

proceedings  commenced  on  behalf  of  any  such  copart- 
rship  '*  shall  and  lawfully  may  be  commenced  or  insti- 
ted  and  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  any  one  of  the  public 
icers,  nominated  as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  of  such 
partnership,  as  the  nominal  plaintiff  for  or  on  behalf  of 
ch  copartnership.^'  The  mode  of  nomination  there  re- 
ared to  is  contained  in  the  4th  section,  which  provides 
at  '^  an  account  or  return  shall  be  made  out,  wherein 
all  be  set  forth  the  true  names,  title  or  firm  of  such  cor- 
ration  or  copartnership,  and  also  the  names  and  places 
abode  of  all  the  members  of  such  corporation,  or  of  all 
B  partners  engaged  or  concerned  in  such  copartnership ; 
d  also  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  two  or  more 
rsons  being  members  of  such  corporation  or  copartner- 
ip,  and  being  resident  in  England,  who  shall  have  been 
pointed  public  oflScers  of  such  corporation  or  copartner- 
ip,  together  with  the  title  of  oflBce  or  other  description 

every  such  public  oflBcer  respectively,  in  the  name  of 
y  one  of  whom  such  corporation  shall  sue  and  be  sued, 

hereinafter  is  provided;  and  every  such  account  or 
turn  shall  be  delivered  to  the  commissioners  of  stamps,^' 
;.  The  declaration  ought  to  have  shewn  that  these 
quisites  have  been  complied  iwith. 

Peacock,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  is  not  at  all  requisite  that 
^ose  facts  should  be  stated  in  the  declaration.  If  the  fact 
'  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  member  of  the  company,  and 

^OL.  VI.  Q  Q  M.  W. 
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Spiller 

9. 

Johnson. 


Exch,  0/  Pleat,  that  the  requisites  of  the  act  hare  not  been  complied  wi|c 

the  opposite  party  may  avail  himself  of  that  aa  a  defence 
the  action. 

Alderson,  B. — In  actions  by  the  assignees  of  a  bank* 
rupt^  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  the  declaration  tint 
they  were  elected  by  the  creditors. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintif. 


Phillips  and  Others  t;.  Huth  and  Others. 


Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.  Pleas,  na- 
assumpsit^  and  a  set-off  for  money  paid;  with  a  pkt  of 
pajrment  into  Court.  At  the  trials  before  Gumey,  B.,  it 
the  London  Sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  19- 


The  plaintiffs, 
owners  of  a  car- 
go of  tobacco, 
on  the  arrival 
of  the  vessel, 
placed  the  bill 
of  lading  (in- 
dorsed in  blank) 

in  the  hands  of  W.,  as  their  factor,  for  sale.  W.  entered  the  goods  at  the  Custom-house  inlii 
own  name,  and  (before  the  cargo  was  weighed,  and  without  the  plaintiffs'  knowledge)  obtsiad 
a  dock-warrant  for  it  in  his  own  name.  W.  had  previously  agreed  with  the  dcCKodantsibrtki 
advance  to  him  (W.)  of  jC20,000,  on  the  deposit  of  other  dock- warrants  as  a  security.  Tki 
defendants,  thinking  that  security  insufficient,  refused  to  advance  more  than  j^l 2,000;  wkcit 
upon  W.  pledged  with  him  the  dock-warrant  of  the  plaintiffit'  tobacco,  as  a  security  for,  sai 
obtained  thereon,  the  remaining £8000  : — Heldt  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it  did  iMtidi 
ciently  appear  that  W.  was  intrusted  with  this  dock-warrant,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Fadfli' 
Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94,  s.  2,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  from  A) 
defendants  the  proceeds  of  the  tobacco,  which  was  sold  by  the  defendants  on  W.'s  becosoiij 
bankrupt. 

In  order  to  make  the  factor  a  party  intrusted  with  the  dock- warrant,  within  the  meantaf  • 
the  act,  it  must  appear  that  the  owner  of  the  goods  intended  that  the  factor  should  be  posseiiK 
of  it  at  the  time  of  the  pledge,  or  that  he  should  exercise  the  power,  which  the  possessioatl 
the  bill  of  lading  gave  him,  of  obtaining  the  dock-warrants  whenever  he  in  his  discretioo  nifkl 
think  fit. 

The  defendants  had  advanced  to  W.  a  sum  of  £14,000,  on  the  deposit  of  American  ittH 
bonds.  W.  &  C.  afterwards  entered  into  partnership,  and  agreed  with  the  defendants,  in  cos* 
sideration  of  their  discounting  W.  &  C.'s  acceptances  for  £14,400,  to  deposit  with  themsfi 
security  dock- warrants  for  goods  held  by  them.  W.  &  C.  accordingly  deposited  with  the<ie* 
fendants  the  dock-warrant  of  another  cargo  of  tobacco  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  they  hi' 
taken  out  in  their  own  names,  under  similar  circumstances  with  the  former.  The  defeadtsti 
gave  up  to  W.  the  American  bonds,  and  paid  over  to  W.  &  C.  the  balance,  aAer  deductin|tke 
debt  due  to  them  from  W.,  and  the  discount: — Heldt  that  if,  according  to  the  intentioD  of  k(k 
parties,  the  £14,400  was  to  be  placed  entirely  at  the  disposal  of  W.  &  C.,  to  apply  it  to  uf 
purpose  of  their  own  as  they  pleased,  and  they  directed  its  payment  in  account  to  the  dcfesi* 
ants  in  satisfaction  of  W.'s  debt,  this  was  an  advance  of  money  to  W.  &  C.  within  the  messii| 
of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94,  s.  2;  but  if  their  intention  was,  that  the  new  advance  was  only  fof  ike 
purpose  of  satisfying  W.'s  former  debt,  and  it  would  not  have  been  made,  except  upon  tkt** 
derstanding  that  it  should  be  so  applied^  and  the  application  of  it  otherwise  would  kave  taM 
a  breach  of  the  agreement,  then  it  was  not  an  advance  within  the  stmtote. 
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peared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
of  the  proceeds  of  certain  tobacco,  sold  by  the  defendants 
under  the  foDowing  circumstances  : — 

The  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  two  cargoes  of  tobacco, 
laden  on  board  two  vessels,  caUed  the  Amelia  and  the 
Mariposa,  which  arrived  in  the  London  Docks,  the  former 
on  the  24th  of  September,  1836,  and  the  latter  on  the 
11th  of  October  in  the  same  year.  On  the  arrival  of  the 
Amelia,  the  plaintiffs  placed  the  bill  of  lading  of  her 
cargo  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Warwick,  an  extensive  dealer  in 
tobacco,  as  their  factor,  for  the  sale  thereof:  and  on  the 
arrival  of  the  Mariposa,  they  placed  the  bill  of  lading  of 
that  vessel  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Warwick  &  Clagett, 
(Warwick  having  taken  Clagett  into  partnership  in  the 
interim),  as  their  factors,  for  the  like  purpose.  Both  the 
bills  of  lading  were  indorsed  in  blank.  The  cargoes  were 
entered  at  the  custom-house  by  Warwick  and  Warwick 
k  Clagett  respectively,  in  their  own  names,  so  that  they 
were  enabled  to  obtain  dock-warrants  also  in  their  names ; 
■nd  accordingly,  on  the  80th  of  September,  Wan/tick 
obtained  a  dock-warrant  in  his  name  for  the  cargo  of  the 
Amelia ;  and  another  dock-warrant  for  the  cargo  of  the 
Mariposa  was  obtained  by  Warwick  &  Clagett  on  the  7th 
of  November  following. 

Prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  Amelia,  Warwick  had  agreed 
with  the  defendants  to  make  a  deposit  of  certain  dock 
warrants  of  his  own  as  a  security  for  a  loan  of  £20,000; 
BOEid  on  the  24th  of  September,  1836,  he  wrote  to  the  de- 
fendants as  follows : — 

^  Messrs.  P.  Huth  &  Co.,        ''  London,  24th  Sept.,  1 836. 

**  Grentlemen, — ^In  consideration  of  your  having  agreed 
bo  discount  my  acceptances  for  10,156/.  38.  Sd.,  due  the 
I5th  of  January  next,  and  10,198/.  12*.  7e/.,  due  the  15th 
rf  Pebroary  next,  I  now  hand  you  the  warrants  for  the 

QQ2 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  under-mcntioned  goods^  as  security  for  the  due  payment 

of  the  said  acceptances ;  and  in  case  of  nonpayment,  yon 
are  authorized  to  sell  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  goods  bj 
public  auction  or  private  sale,  and  after  payment  of  all 
costs  of  sale  and  charges  on  the  goods,  to  apply  the  resi- 
due in  payment  of  my  said  acceptances,  and  interest  at 
the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  all  expenses  to 
be  incurred  by  you  in  relation  thereto.  Should  there  be 
any  surplus,  you  will  pay  the  same  over  to  me;  and,  an 
the  contrary,  should  there  be  any  deficiency,  I  agree  to 
reimburse  you  the  same  immediately. — I  am,  &c. 

"  Wm.  Sidney  Warwick." 

''  London  Dock  Warrant,  No.  1875,  for  526  hhds.  tobacco. 
''Ditto 1876,  for  639.    ''        "" 

The  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  ad- 
Tanced  to  Warwick  the  sum  of  £12,000;  but,  on  examin- 
ing the  parcels  of  tobacco  mentioned  at  the  foot  of  the 
letter,  they  thought  the  security  insufficient,  and  refused 
to  advance  more  than  that  sum.  Warwick,  in  order  to 
induce  them  to  advance  the  remaining  dSSOOO,  agreed  to 
pledge  with  them  the  dock- warrant  of  the  tobacco  by  the 
Amelia,  and  accordingly,  immediately  on  his  obtaining  it, 
on  the  30th  of  September,  he  pledged  it  with  the  defend- 
ants, and  obtained  the  further  advance  of  £8000. 

The  dock-warrant  of  the  cargo  of  the  Mariposa  wai 
pledged  with  the  defendants  by  Warwick  &  Clagett,  on 
the  7th  of  November,  1836,  under  the  foUowing  circum- 
stances :  it  appeared  that  Warwick  had,  on  the  17th  of 
September,  when  he  was  carrying  on  business  on  his  own 
account,  obtained  from  the  defendants  an  advance  of  the 
sum  of  £14,000,  on  a  deposit  of  Louisiana  and  Virginia 
state  bonds,  to  be  repaid  on  the  17th  of  November  follow- 
ing. On  the  1st  of  October,  the  partnership  between 
Warwick  &  Clagett  was  formed,  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
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plaintiffs.  An  application  was  afterwards  made  by  tbem  to  Erch.  of  PUas, 
the  defendants  for  a  loan ;  and  according  to  an  arrange- 
ment then  made^  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendants  should 
discount  Warwick  &  Clagett^s  acceptances  for  £14,400,  on 
a  deposit  of  dock-warrants  as  a  security;  the  American 
bonds  to  be  given  up.  The  following  written  agreement 
was  accordingly  entered  into: — 

"  London,  7th  November,  1836. 

*'  Messrs.  Frederick  Huth  &  Co. 

"  Gentlemen, — In  consideration  of  your  having  agreed 
to  discount  our  acceptances  for  £6400,  say  £6400,  due 
7th  of  February,  1837,  £8000,  say  £8000,  due  7th  of 
February,  1837,  together  £14,400,  we  now  hand  you 
warrants  for  the  under-mentioned  goods,  to  be  held  by 
you  as  security  for  the  due  payment  of  the  said  accept- 
ances; and  in  case  of  nonpayment  thereof,  you  are  autho- 
rized to  sell  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  goods  by  public  or 
private  sale,  and  after  payment  of  all  costs  of  sale  and 
charges  on  the  goods,  to  apply  the  residue  in  payment  of 
our  said  acceptances,  and  interest  at  the  rate  of  £5  per 
cent,  per  annum,  and  all  expenses  incurred  by  you  in  rela- 
tion thereto.  Should  there  be  any  surplus,  you  will  pay  the 
same  over  to  us;  and,  on  the  contrary,  should  there  be 
any  deficiency,  we  engage  to  reimburse  you  the  same 
immediately. — ^We  remain,  &c. 

"  Waewick  &  Clagett.^' 

"  London  Dock  Warrants : — 

""  No.  1880,  7th  Nov.,  1836,  492  hhds.  tobacco,  ex  Mari- 
posa, &  Virginia. 

**—    1881, 662  ditto,     ditto    ex   John 

Marshall,  New  Orleans.^' 

The  American  bonds  were  accordingly  given  up  to  War- 
wick^ interest  calculated  on  the  former  advance  of  £  14,000 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  to  the  debit  of  Warwick,  and  credit  given  for  the  £14,400, 

less  discount,  and  a  balance  of  122/.  3a.  lOd.  vas  paid  by 
the  defendants  to  Warwick  &  Clagett. 

It  was  proved  that  the  weighing  of  tobacco  does  not 
usually  commence  until  a  month  or  more  after  its  arrival  in 
the  docks,  in  consequence  of  its  being  unfit  for  that  por- 
pose,  from  being  in  a  state  of  fermentation ;  and  it  is  after- 
wards sold  according  to  the  weight  at  the  King's  Beam. 
The  weighing  of  the  tobacco  by  the  Amelia  commenced  on 
the  8th  of  November,  and  ended  on  the  20th  of  December, 
and  of  that  by  the  Mariposa  commenced  on  the  13tli  ci 
November,  and  ended  on  the  30th  of  January,  1837.  This 
was  not  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  frequently  applied  to 
Warwick  &  Clagett  for  samples  and  weights,  and  about 
the  middle  of  January  directed  that  the  warrants,  when 
obtained,  should  be  in  their  own  names.  On  the  8th  of 
February,  Warwick  &  Clagett  stopped  payment,  upon  which 
it  became  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  first  time,  that 
both  the  cargoes  had  been  pledged  to  the  defendants  in  the 
manner  before  mentioned. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  sales  of  tobacco 
were  effected,  sometimes  by  delivery  orders,  sometimes 
by  a  transfer  of  the  warrants,  which  latter,  however,  could 
not  conveniently  be  done  where  less  than  the  whole  cargo 
was  sold.  No  precise  usage  of  trade  in  that  respect  was 
however  established.  The  defendants  sold  both  the  car- 
goes, and  paid  into  Court  the  balance,  after  deducting  the 
amount  of  their  advances. 

It  was  contended  by  the  plaintiffs^  counsel  at  the  trial, 
that  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  retain  the  amount 
of  their  advances,  under  the  Factors^  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94, 
8.  2, — first,  because  the  warrant  of  neither  cai^  was 
intrusted  to  the  factors,  within  the  meaning  of  that  act; 
secondly,  because  no  advance  was  made  on  the  pledge  of  the 
warrant  of  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia,  such  as  would  autho* 
rbe  the  defendants  in  retaining  the  proceeds  of  that  cup] 
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thirdly^  with  respect  to  the  Mariposa^  because  there  was  no  Exch.  of  pieas, 
advance  of  anything  beyond  the  sum  of  122/.  3*.  lOd.,  on  * 

the  pledge  of  the  warrant  of  that  cargo.  The  learned 
Jndge  having  expressed  his  opinion^  that^  to  establish  a 
fien  under  this  act^  there  must  be  a  pledge  of  some  docu- 
ment mirusted  to  the  broker  by  the  oumer,  not  one  which 
fae  had  himself  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  committing  a 
frauds  left  the  two  following  questions  to  the  jury :  first, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  had  intrusted  these  warrants,  or 
either  of  them,  to  Warwick,  or  Warwick  &  Clagett  j  se- 
condly, whether  the  defendants  made  advances  upon  the 
warrants  of  the  Amelia  and  the  Mariposa?  The  jury  found 
both  questions  in  the  aflSrmative.  They  also  found  that 
the  defendants  believed  that  Warwick  and  Warwick  &  Cla- 
gett were  the  true  owners :  and  the  verdict  was  thereupon 
entered  for  the  defendants. 

Oresfwell,  in  Hilary  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new 
trial  had,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  of  the  verdict 
being  against  the  evidence.  Cause  was  shewn  in  the 
Vacation  Sittings  after  that  term,  by 

7%e  Attorney-General  and  J.  Bay  ley,  for  the  defend- 
ants.— ^First,  with  regard  to  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia.  The 
defendants  were  fully  entitled  to  retain  the  amount  of 
their  advances  upon  the  warrant  of  that  cargo.  The  ques- 
tion will  turn  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
2nd  section  of  the  Factors'  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94.  It  is 
thereby  enacted,  ''that  any  person  or  persons  intrusted 
wUh  and  in  posfesHon  of  any  bill  of  lading,  India  warrant, 
dock-warrant,  warehouse-keeper's  certificate,  wharfinger's 
certificate,  warrant  or  order  for  delivery  of  goods,  shall 
be  doemed  and  taken  to  be  the  true  owner  or  owners  of 
the  goods,  wares,  and  merchandize  described  and  men- 
fimied  in  the  said  several  documents  hereinbefore  stated 
respectively,  or  either  of  them,  so  £Eur  as  to  give  validity  to  any 
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Exeh,  of  PUas,  contract  or  agreement  thereafter  to  be  made  or  entered  into 

by  such  person  or  persons  so  intrusted  and  in  possession  as 
aforesaid^  with  any  person  or  persons^  body  or  bodies  po- 
litic or  corporate^  for  the  sale  or  disposition  of  the  said 
goods^  wares,  and  merchandize,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  fa 
the  deposit  or  pledge  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  a  se- 
curity for  any  money  or  negotiable  instrument  or  instru- 
ments advanced  or  given  by  such  person  or  persons,  body 
or  bodies  politic  or  corporate,  upon  the  faith  of  such  seve- 
ral documents,  or  either  of  them."  The  question  there- 
fore is,  was  not  Warwick  intrusted  by  the  plaintiffs  with 
the  dock-warrant  of  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia ;  or,  at  all 
events,  was  there  not  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  he 
was  so  intrusted?  It  is  submitted  that  he  was  so  intrusted. 
The  plaintiffs,  by  intrusting  him  with  the  bill  of  lading,  gsTe 
him  authority  to  land  the  goods  in  his  own  name,  and  hav- 
ing so  landed  them,  he  was  enabled  to  obtain  the  dock-war- 
rants. By  transmitting  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  factor,  they 
intrust  him  also  with  the  dock- warrant,  which  is  the  neces- 
sary produce  of  the  bill  of  lading.  And  where  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  fact  of  the  intrusting  being  established  by 
such  evidence,  and  by  the  universal  course  of  trade,  or  by 
the  express  direction  of  the  consignor  ?  It  can  never  be  laid 
down  as  law,  that  the  factor  is  not  intrusted  with  the  dock- 
warrant,  because  that  instrument  was  never  in  the  bodily 
possession  of  the  consignor.  A  consignor  living  abroad  never 
can  have  the  dock-warrants  in  his  possession ;  and  if  such 
were  held  to  be  the  law,  the  effect  would  be  to  strike  out  dock- 
warrants,  and  every  document  of  that  description,  except 
the  bill  of  lading,  out  of  the  second  section  of  the  statute. 
If  the  consignor,  by  transferring  the  bill  of  lading,  enables 
the  factor  to  obtain  the  dock -warrant,  he  is  intrusted  with 
the  dock-warrant  by  the  authority  of  the  consignor,  as 
much  as  he  is  with  the  bill  of  lading.  The  question  really 
is,  can  there  have  been  an  '^intrusting^^  without  the 
dock-warrant   having  been  in  possession   of  the  owner 
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of  the  goods  ?  If  there  can,  then  it  is  a  question  of  Exch,  of  Pleat, 
fact  to  be  determined  by  the  jury :  here  it  was  submit- 
ted  to  them  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  they  have  found 
that  Warwick  was  intrusted  with  the  dock-warrant.  [Al^ 
derson,  B. — You  imply  an  intrusting  of  the  dock-warrant 
from  the  fact  of  the  actual  intrusting  of  the  bill  of  la- 
ing?]  Yes;  from  an  intrusting  with  that  which  neces- 
sarily gives  the  other.  [Alderson,  B. — Not  necessarily; 
because,  suppose  the  letter  accompanying  the  bill  of  lading 
had  said — "  take  out  the  dock-warrant  in  my  name,^'  in 
that  case  it  would  be  quite  clear  the  consignor  did  not  in- 
tend to  intrust  the  factor  with  the  dock-warrant.]  That 
would  make  no  difference  here ;  it  would  be  like  the  case 
where  a  general  agent  receives  special  instructions,  in 
which  case  the  persons  with  whom  he  deals  are  not  bound 
thereby.  The  question  is,  was  there  not  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  the  factor  was  intrusted  with  the  possession 
of  the  dock-warrant,  when  he  was  intrusted  with  the  docu- 
ment which  clearly  authorized  him  to  obtain  the  dock-war- 
rant ?  The  case  of  Close  v.  Holmes  (a),  which  may  be  re- 
ferred to  on  the  other  side,  has  no  bearing  on  the  present 
case.  There  Alderson,  B.,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whe- 
ther the  defendants  knew  that  the  goods  did  not  belong  to 
Hollingworth,  the  consignee,  and  whether  he  had  any  lien 
on  them;  the  jury  found  that  they  did  not,  and  that  he 
had.  no  lien  on  them :  that  finding  made  an  end  of  the 
case.  His  Lordship  expressed  a  clear  opinion  tliat  the 
statute  gave  validity  only  to  pledges  by  a  factor  of  docu- 
ments with  which  the  real  owners  had  previously  intrusted 
him,  and  that  it  did  not  extend  to  the  pledge  of  documents 
created  (as  in  that  instance)  by  the  factor  himself.  But 
the  documents  in  that  case  were  merely  a  delivery  order 
and  a  warehouseman's  acknowledgment,  which  are  mate- 
rially different  in  their  nature  from  dock-warrants,  and 

(a)  2  M.  &  Rob.  22. 
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Ejcek,  of  Pleat,  do  not  come  within  any  of  the  words  of  the  second  sec- 
tion.    There  was  in  that  case  no  dock-warrant  or  certifi- 
cate— ^nothing  to  shew  that  HolUngworth  was  the  owner 
of  the   goods;   nothing  with  which  he  could  be  said  to 
have  been  intrusted  by  his  principal.     It  was  said  to  be 
a  defect  in  the  statute^  that  it  did  not  authorize  a  pledge 
of  the  goods,  but  only  of  the  symbol  of  property  in  the 
goods :  the  actual  pledge^  however,  in  that  case^  was  of 
the  goods  themselves^  so  that  it  could  not  come  within 
the  protection  of  the  act.     Nothing  there  laid  down  by 
the  learned  Judge  can  be  supposed  to  refer  to  a  case  like 
the  present,  where  the  goods  are  not  pledged^  but  the  dock- 
warrant  which  represents  them.    [Alderson,  B. — ^If  you  k>ok 
at  the  argument  in  that  case,  it  will  shew  what  the  case 
must  have  been.    It  was  argued  ''  that  the  act  only  give 
validity  to  pledges  made  by  the  factor  of  bills  of  lading, 
and  other  documents  of  that  nature,  evidencing  title,  and 
with  which  the  factor  may  have  been  intrusted  by  his  prin- 
cipal.   All  the  documents  enumerated  in  the  statute  were 
of  that  description ;  but  here  the  Banking  Company  made 
the  advance  on  the  faith  of  a  mere  delivery  ord^  in  the 
one  case,  and  of  a  warehouseman's  acknowledgment  in  the 
other.''     The  marginal  note  is  very  incorrect.     I  have  my 
note  of  the  case.     I  expressed  my  opinion  on  the  oonstrac- 
tion  of  the  statute,  thus :  '^  The  defendant  must  shew  that 
Ilollingworth  was  intrusted  with  the  property  by  the  plain- 
tiff :  there  is  no  evidence  of  that  in  this  case."    That  is  all 
my  note.     I  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.} 
There  is  nothing  in  that  opinion  hostile  to  the  case  of  the 
present   defendants.     [Parke,  B. — ^You  say  the  giving  of 
the  bills  of  lading  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the 
broker  intrusted  with  them  was  really  meant  by  the  owner 
of  the  goods  to  take  out  the  dock-warrants?}     Yes;  if  he 
thought  fit  in  his  discretion  to  do  so.     It  is  not  necesiaiy 
to  shew  that  the  consignor  necessarily  supposed  that  the 
dock-warrant  would  be  obtained  by  the  factor.     [Park, 
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B. — Must  he  not  mean  to  intmst  the  factor  with  the  war-  Exek.  of  puag, 
rants  ?]  Undoubtedly,  he  must  mean  to  intrust  the  factor, 
if  he  should  choose  to  take  out  the  warrants.  It  must 
and  does  often  happen,  that  the  factor  sells  the  goods  be- 
fore they  arrive,  on  the  faith  of  the  bill  of  lading.  The 
consignor  leaves  that  to  his  discretion.  [Parke^  B. — He 
means  to  intrust  him  contingently.  If  he  does  not  sell  the 
goods,  by  transferring  the  bill  of  lading  before  they 
arrive,  when  they  do  arrive,  you  say  he  means  him  to 
pursue  the  ordinary  course,  and  take  out  the  dock-war- 
rants. We  must  come  to  the  consideration  of  what  the 
word  "  intrust"  means.]  The  act  does  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  there  is  a  mere  possession  of  the  document,  as  where 
the  possession  of  it  is  obtained  by  fraud  or  felony,  without 
the  authority  of  the  consignor.  It  must  be  intrusted  by 
him :  i)ut  the  word  '^  intrust^^  applies  just  as  much  to  the 
bill  of  lading  as  it  does  to  the  dock-warrant.  When  the 
consignor  intrusts  the  factor  with  the  biU  of  lading,  by 
transmitting  it  to  him  as  the  consignee,  then  he  intrusts 
him  with  the  dock-warrant,  which  he  enables  and  autho- 
rizes him  to  obtain  by  means  of  that  bill  of  lading ;  and  if 
so,  he  is  the  person  '^  intrusted  with  and  in  possession  of  ^' 
the  dock-warrants,  and  is  to  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be 
the  true  owner  of  the  goods  described  therein,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  there  was  no  advance  of . 
money  on  the  deposit  of  the  dock-warrant  of  the  cargo  of 
the  Amelia,  because  that  deposit  was  made  after  the  agree- 
ment of  the  24th  of  September  had  been  entered  into.  It 
is  true  that  that  agreement  had  been  entered  into ;  but  the 
defendants  had  refused  to  advance  more  than  j£12,000 
upon  the  security  therein  mentioned,  and  it  was  only  upon 
the  faith  of  the  deposit  of  the  dock-warrant  of  the  cargo 
of  the  Amelia,  that  the  further  sum  of  £8000  was  ad- 
vanced. That  was,  therefore,  an  advance  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  act  of  Parliament.    [Porifce,  B* — ^The  defendants 
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Exch.  of  Picas,  were  bound  by  their  contract  to  discount  the  two  accept- 
ances mentioned  in  the  agreement,  upon  the  deposit  of 
the  two  cargoes  therein  referred  to.  When  they  refused 
to  do  that,  and  refused  to  advance  the  remaining  £8000,  it 
gave  Warwick  a  right  of  action  against  them.  Is  not  that 
a  different  case  from  that  of  a  party  making  an  advance 
upon  a  new  pledge  of  other  property?]  Warwick  ac- 
quiesced in  the  proposed  arrangement,  and  the  defendants 
advanced  him  .£8000  upon  the  deposit  of  the  warrants  of 
the  Amelia.  That  was,  therefore,  an  advance  entirely  on 
the  faith  of  that  warrant. 

Next,  with  respect  to  the  pledge  of  the  cargo  by  the 
Mariposa.  That  transaction  originated  on  the  17th  of 
September,  when  Warwick  was  carrying  on  business  on 
his  own  separate  account.  On  that  day  he  negotiated 
with  the  defendants  for  a  loan  of  £14,000,  to  be  repaid 
on  the  17th  of  November  following.  The  security  given 
for  that  loan,  for  which  Warwick  was  solely  liable,  was  the 
deposit  of  Virginia  and  Louisiana  state  bonds.  Then  the 
partnersliip  is  formed,  and  the  agreement  of  the  7th  of 
November  is  entered  into  between  Warwick  &  Clagett 
on  the  one  hand,  and  the  defendants  on  the  other.  That 
agreement  was,  that  the  American  bonds  should  be  re- 
turned to  Warwick,  and  that  the  defendants  shonld  dis- 
count the  acceptances  of  Warwick  &  Clagett  for  £14,400, 
to  become  due  on  the  7th  of  February  following.  It  is 
not  in  dispute,  that  it  was  contemplated  that  this  monej 
should  be  applied  in  paying  the  debt  then  due  from  War- 
wick, in  respect  of  tlie  former  loan  of  the  17th  of  Septem- 
ber. Suppose  the  money  had  actually  been  paid  in  gold 
on  the  7tli  of  November,  and  that  Warwick  &  Clagett 
hanng  the  £14,400,  minus  the  discount,  (which  would 
reduce  it  to  j£14,220),  it  was  their  intention,  as  soon  as 
they  got  that  sum  into  their  possession,  to  apply  it  to  pay 
off  the  separate  debt  of  Warwick ;  would  not  that  be  a 
transaction  within  the  2nd  section  of  the  act — ^it  being 
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conceded,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  Warwick  &  s*ch,  of  Pleat, 
Clagett  were  intrusted  with  the  dock-warrant  of  the  Mari- 
posa? Would  there  not  be  an  agreement  entered  into  by 
Warwick  &  Clagett,  '^so  intrusted  and  in  possession  as 
aforesaid,^^  with  the  defendants,  for  the  deposit  of  this 
document,  "  as  a  security  for  money  advanced  or  given 
by  such  person  or  persons  &c.,  upon  the  faith  of  such 
several  documents,  or  either  of  them?^^  What  took 
place  in  this  case  amounts  to  the  same  thing ;  when  there 
is  payment  by  an  entry  in  account,  it  is  the  same,  with  re- 
gard to  its  legal  effect,  as  if  the  manual  operation  had 
taken  place  of  paying  over  the  money,  and  paying  it  back 
again.  Even  then,  no  doubt,  the  objection  suggested 
on  the  other  side  would  arise,  that  this  is  not  a  transaction 
protected  by  the  2nd  section,  because  it  was  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  that  the  money  should  be  ap- 
plied in  repaying  the  debt  due  from  Warwick  alone  to  the 
defendants.  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  application  of  the 
money  in  that  way,  even  if  that  had  been  made  part  of  the 
contract,  would  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  protection  of 
the  act : — still  there  would  be  an  intrusting — still  there 
would  be  an  agreement  to  make  the  advance — still  there 
would  be  an  advance  on  the  faith  of  the  dock-warrant, 
and  every  single  ingredient  that  the  legislature  has  required 
for  the  protection  of  parties  under  the  2nd  section.  [Parke, 
B. — ^It  does  not  appear  what  was  done  with  the  former  debt, 
as  to  any  entry  in  the  books.]  The  balance,  after  extinguish- 
ing the  old  debt,  and  deducting  the  discount,  was  actually 
paid  over,  a  cheque  being  given  to  Warwick  &  Clagett 
for  122/.  3*.  lOd.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether 
Warwick  could  have  pleaded  payment- to  an  action  brought 
for  the  1400/.,  advanced  on  the  17th  September?]  In 
answer  to  such  an  action,  he  would  have  given  in  evidence 
the  agreement  of  the  7th  November ;  he  would  have  shewn 
that  new  bills  were  accepted  for  the  sum  of  £14,400,  that 
they  were  discounted  by  the  defendants,  that  the  defendants 
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Exeh.  qf  PUat,  gave  a  chequo  for  122/.  Ss.  lOd.,  and  that  the  Loninaiit 

and  Virginia  bonds  were  returned  by  the  defendants  to 
him.  That,  if  not  conclusive^  would  be  ample  evidence  fat 
the  jury  to  draw  the  inference  that  the  former  debt  had 
been  satisfied.  The  old  debt  was  thus  extinguished,  and  a 
new  debt  was  created.  There  is  no  single  circumstance 
required  by  the  2nd  section  to  give  the  lender  of  the  monef 
protection,  which  has  not  been  here  complied  with ;  or,  at 
all  events,  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  each 
and  every  one  was  complied  with ;  and  they  have  found 
that  these  advances  were  made  upon  the  faith  of  the  dock- 
warrant. 

It  may  perhaps  be  argued,  that  this  is  a  transaction 
within  the  3rd,  and  not  within  the  2nd  section  of  the 
act.  That  section  enacts,  '*  that  in  case  any  person  or 
persons  &c.  shall  accept  and  take  any  such  goods,  wares, 
or  merchandize,  in  deposit  or  pledge  from  any  such  per- 
son or  persons  so  in  possession  and  intrusted  as  afore- 
said, without  notice  as  aforesaid,  as  a  security  for  anj 
debt  or  demand  due  and  owing  from  such  person  or  per- 
sons so  intrusted  and  in  possession  as  aforesaid,  to  such 
person  or  persons,  &c.,  before  the  time  of  such  deposit  or 
pledge;  then  and  in  that  case  such  person  or  persons,  &c, 
so  accepting  or  taking  such  goods,  wares,  or  merchandize 
in  deposit  or  pledge,  shall  acquire  no  further  or  other  right, 
title,  or  interest  in,  upon,  or  to  the  said  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandize,  or  any  such  document  as  aforesaid,  than 
was  possessed  or  could  or  might  have  been  enforced  by  the 
said  person  or  persons  so  intrusted  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time 
of  such  deposit  or  pledge  as  a  security  as  last  aforesaid; 
but  such  person  or  persons,  &c.,  so  accepting  or  taking 
such  goods,  wares,  or  merchandize  in  deposit  or  pledge, 
shall  and  may  acquire,  possess,  and  enforce  such  right,  title, 
or  interest  as  was  possessed  and  might  have  been  enforced 
by  such  person  or  persons  so  possessed  and  intrusted  ai 
aforesaid.^'    The  2nd  section  refers  to  the  symbols  of 
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propertj;  the  8rd  to  the  property  itself.  To  make  out  that  Exek,  of  puat, 
this  was  a  transaction  within  the  3rd  section,  the  plaintiffs  >.  ^'  . 
must  shew  that  the  dock-warrant  of  the  Mariposa  was  Phillips 
handed  over  by  Warwick  &  Clagett  for  the  debt  before  Huth. 
then  due  from  Warwick  &  Clagett;  because  Warwick 
fr  Clagett  are  the  persons  intrusted  with  that  dock- 
warrant  ;  and  it  is  only  where  there  is  a  pawn  of  the  in- 
strument for  a  debt  due  from  the  person  or  persons  intrusted 
with  ity  that  the  lien  of  the  factor  is  transferred.  But 
here  there  was  no  antecedent  debt  due  &om  Warwick  and 
Clagett;  it  was  due  from  Warwick  only.  [Parke,  B. — 
Would  it  not  be  good  as  a  pledge  for  the  payment  of  the 
two  bills,  supposing  the  transaction  was  that  the  old  debt 
should  be  wiped  off^  and  new  bills  given  by  Warwick  & 
Clagett  for  the  old  debt;  and  that  the  goods,  or  the  warrant, 
should  be  deposited  as  a  pledge  for  the  due  payment  of  the 
bills ;  and  would  not  that  fall  within  the  3rd  section,  so  as 
to  entitle  the  defendants  to  all  the  lien  which  Warwick 
&  Clagett  had?  I  throw  it  out  for  your  consideration, 
whether,  taking  the  facts  to  be  as  I  have  stated,  and  that 
there  was  no  advance  of  money,  but  that  it  was  only  a 
wiping  off  of  the  old  debt,  and  removing  the  sole  liability 
of  Warwick  by  means  of  the  giving  of  these  bills  and 
the  deposit  of  the  dock-warrant,  it  is  not  '*  a  debt  due 
and  owing  from  the  persons  intrusted  and  in  possession 
as  aforesaid,''  within  the  3rd  section.  It  is  an  argument 
which  it  may  be  desirable  to  consider ;  otherwise,  if  the 
caae  does  not  fSall  within  the  2nd  section,  and  does  not 
come  in  that  point  of  view  within  the  3rd,  the  defend- 
ants would  be  without  security  altogether.]  The  defend- 
ants contend  that  it  was  a  transaction  protected  by  the 
2nd  section.  It  was  not  a  deposit  by  way  of  security 
for  an  dd  debt;  that  was  extinguished;  it  was  not  an 
advance  to  Warwick,  but  to  Warwick  &  Clagett:  the 
consideration  for  the  advance  was  the  deposit  of  the  dock- 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  warrant  with  which  Warwick  &  Clagett  were  intrusted, 
V  ^  •  ^  the  plaintiffs  having  delivered  the  bill  of  lading  to  them, 
Phillips  and  given  them  permission  and  authority  to  obtain  it. 
HuTH.  By  the  common  law  of  England,  a  factor  might  sell  at 
any  price,  however  inadequate,  but  he  could  not  pawn, 
however  advantageous  it  might  be  to  his  principaL  That 
defect  was  intended  to  be  remedied,  and  for  the  general 
convenience  of  commerce,  the  legislature,  by  this  act,  in- 
tended to  provide  that  a  person  bond  fide  advancing  mo- 
ney to  a  party  having  the  symbols  of  property  intrusted 
to  him,  the  former  not  being  aware  that  the  latter  was  not 
the  actual  owner,  should  have  the  security  of  the  docu- 
ment pledged  with  him.  Here  Warwick  &  Clagett  were 
intrusted  with  these  dock-warrants;  they  asked  for  an 
advance  on  the  security  of  them,  and  the  money  was  ad- 
vanced on  the  faith  of  their  being  deposited  as  a  secur- 
ity. The  defendants  are  therefore  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  statute,  and  the  verdict  found  for  them 
ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

Crompton  BndJVaddtngton,  contra. — ^The  questions  which 
arose  at  the  trial  in  this  case  were  altogether  matter  of 
law,  and  there  was  no  question  of  fact  properly  to  be  left 
to  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  at  least  without  a  direc- 
tion to  them  on  the  legal  effect  of  the  statute;  and  the 
jury  had  no  right  to  construe  it  for  themselves.  If  that  be 
so,  although  the  statement  of  the  learned  Judge  to  the 
jury  cannot  be  complained  of  as  containing  any  misdirec- 
tion in  terms  on  matter  of  law,  yet  the  plaintiffs  are  enti- 
tled to  a  new  trial  without  payment  of  costs. 

First,  there  was  no  intrusting  of  the  factors  with  the  dock- 
warrant  of  either  of  these  cargoes,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  The  question  is  one  which  turns  altogether 
on  the  legal  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the 
act,  and  no  supposed  consideration  of  hardship  or  inconTe- 
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ience  can  be  imported  into  it.     The  argument  on  the   Exek.  rf  Pleas, 

ther  side^  as  to  this  pointy  appears  to  be  mainly  rested  on 

lie  supposition  that  it  is  a  necessary^  or  at  least  an  or- 

inary,  part  of  the  course  of  business^  that  a  factor^  imme- 

iately  on  receiving  the  bill  of  ladings  would  proceed  to  ob- 

Eon  a  dock-warrant.     But  the  evidence  on  the  trial  led 

3  an  entirely  different  conclusion.     Several  of  the  most 

Ktensive  tobacco-brokers  in  the  trade  stated  that  they  had 

ever  in  their  practice  known  a  warrant  taken  out  for  the 

urpose  of  the  sale  of  tobacco;  and  other  witnesses  stated 

lat  it  was  not  usual  to  do  so.     It  is  necessary,  indeed^ 

>r  the  purpose  oi pledging ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  sale  it 

ppeared  that  a  delivery  order  alone  is  necessary;    and 

lat  a  dock-warrant  would  even  be  an  impediment,  be- 

luse  it  must  in  every  case  be  taken  down  to  the  docks  for 

le  purpose  of  indorsement.  It  is  argued,  that  the  intrust- 

ig  of  the  £Eu;tor  with  the  bill  of  lading,  for  the  purpose  of 

de^  is  impliedly  and  in  effect  an  intrusting  of  him  with 

le  dock-warrant,  that  being  also  a  document  by  which 

le  sale  is  effected.     But  that  argument  fails,   when  it 

spears  that  the  dock- warrant  is  not  necessary,  nor  even 

;aal,  in  order  to  the  effecting  of  the  sale.      [Alderson,  B. 

-Does  that  make  it  anything  more  than  a  matter  of  fact 

r  the  jury  ?    My  difficulty  is,  is  not  enabling  the  factor  to 

»tain  the  dock-warrant  some  evidence  of  intrusting  him 

.th  it  ?    Parke,  B. — There  seems  to  be  a  great  difference 

!tween  enabling  and  intrusting.     Intrusting  imports  a 

nfidence  reposed  in  the  mind.      The  question  is,  does  it 

bisfactorily  appear  that  the  plaintiffs  meant  Warwick  and 

agett  to  take  out  the  dock-warrants  ?]     The  evidence 

ew8  clearly  that  they  did  not;   since  at  a  much  later 

lied  they  were  not  only  in  ignorance  of  their  having 

»ne  so,  but  expressly  directed  them  to  take  out  the  war- 

nts  in  the  plaintiffs'  own  names.     But  the  mere  enabling 

no  evidence  of  an  intrusting.     Suppose  I  give  a  man  the 

VOL.  TI.  B  B  M.  W, 
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Eith.  of  puat,  key  of  my  bureau,  ia  order  to  go  and  bring  out  of  ii  parti- 
cular papers,  and  he  takes  out  other  papers ;    can  it  be 
said  that  I  intrttsted  him  with  the  latter,  because  by  giving 
him  the  key  I  enabled  him  to  obtain  them  ?  [Parke,  B. — 
The  only  question  is,^  whether  the  enabling — the  giving 
the  power  to  do  the  act — is  not  some  evidence  of  an  intent 
tion  that  it  should  be  done  ?]     Not  where  there  h  another 
mode  of  efSeeting^  the  purpose  intended.     It  appears  to  be 
straining  language  very  much  to  say  that  a  party  was  ia- 
trusted  with  that,  which  he  had  indeed  the  power  given  him 
to  create,  but  which  he  created  only  £or  the  purpose  aad 
by  mean9  of  firaud,  and  of  the  existence  of  which  the  prm- 
cipal  was  ignoraait.  Here  the  dock- warrant  was  obtained,  it 
all  events  at  a  time  when  it  was  wholly  uimecessasy  £9r  liie 
purposes  of  the  trusty  and.  merely  for  the  purpose  of  eiee- 
tuatinig  a  fratid  upon  the  plaintiffii.      But  even  if  the  en* 
deuce  fell  short  of  that,  the  onus  i»  upon  the  defendaniff  to 
prove  that  the  ease  is  within  the  statute;  they  were  bonad 
to  prove,  there&)]%'  that  it  «  the  necessasy  and  ordkaiy 
course  of  trade  to  sdl  by  means  of  the  obtaining  of  dod- 
warrants,  and  that  they  were  in  fact  obtained  in  that  ne- 
cessary and  ordinary  course  of  trade,  and  really  for  the 
purpose  of  the  sale.     The  word  "intrusting''  mujst  be 
taken  according  ta  its  fair  and  natural  import,  and  to  im- 
ply a  particular  trust  imposed  on  the  factor,  with  respeet  to* 
the  taking  out  of  the  particular  docuB^ent,  at  the  time  d 
the  pledge.      Admitting  thdt  there  may  be  CBrcumstanoes 
indicative  of  the  intention  of  the  principal  to  inqBOse  siidi 
a  trust,  without  an  express  authority,  even  then  tiiere  was, 
in  the  case  of  the  Amelia,  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  juy 
firom  which  to  infer  any  such  intention.     It  was  not  con- 
tended at  the  trial  that  there  was,  but  it  was  put  broedifi 
upon  the  construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  that  the 
enabling  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  principal  had  tkerdy 
concluded  himself.    But  if  that  be  enough,  an  exjpmmpf^^ 
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kibition  can  make  no  diflference,  as  against  the  pawnee,  Bxeh.  of  PUa^ 
vho  supposes  the  factor  to  be  the  owner.    But  the  pawnee 
is  not  the  only  party  for  whose  protection  the  statute  was 
framed,  but  the  consignors  and  consignees  also,  who  are 
protected  only  by  the  word  "intrusted/' 

But  it  may  be  contended,  further,  that  upon  the  true 
construction  of  the  statute,  it  is  meant  that  the  principal 
shall  haYe  the  opportunity  of  marking  the  documtent  with 
the  notice  to  which  the  proviso  in  the  second  section  refers : 
— "  Provided  such  person  or  persons,  &c,,  shall  not  have 
notice  by  such  documents,  or  either  of  them,  or  otherwise 
that  siiich  person  or  persons  so  intrusted  as  aforesaid  is  or 
are  not  the  actual  and  bona  fide  owner  or  owners  &c.,  of 
sadbi  goods,''  &c.  And  it  may  be  for  this  reason,  that  the 
statute  does  not  authorize,  any  more  than  before,  a  pledge 
of  the  goods  themselves,  but  only  of  the  documents  which 
are  the  symbols  of  property  in  them  ;  because  the  princi- 
pal cannot  give  that  notice  on  the  face  of  the  goods,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  factor  from  pledging  them  in  his  own  name, 
which  he  can  upon  the  documents*  The  real  owner  ought, 
tlierefore,  to  have  an  opportunity  of  putting  his  title  upon 
every  document,  and  of  giving  notice  thereof  by  it,  if  he 
chooses.  Here  it  was  impossible  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
have  thus  protected  themselves.  lAlderson,  B. — That 
construction  would  go  the  length  of  saying,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  foreign  consignor,  no  document  could  ever  be 
pledged  except  the  bill  of  lading.]  He  might  give  the 
£Eictor  an  express  authority,  and  so  waive  his  legal  right. 

With  regard  to  the  case  of  Close  v.  Holmes  (a),  although 
there  was  no  direct  decision  upon  the  point  now  in  ques- 
tion, it  evidently  was  the  subject  of  discussion,  and  the 
learned  judge  appears  to  have  formed  an  opinion  upon  it. 
The  rqport  states,  that  "his  lordship  expressed  a  clear 
opinion  that  the  statute  gave  vaUdity  only  to  pledges  by  a 

(a)  2M.k  Rob.  22. 
R  r2 
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E^ch,  of  Pleas,  factor  of  documcnts  with  which  the  real  owner  had  prt' 


'  ^  viously  intrusted  him,  and  that  it  did  not  extend  to  the 
Phillips  pledge  of  documents  created  by  the  factor  himself ^  {Al- 
MuTH.  derson,  B.— I  think  the  word  "previously^'  goes  beyond 
my  meaning.]  The  latter  words  are  sufficient  to  support 
the  argument  for  the  present  plaintiffs.  \_Alder8on,  B.— 
If  your  argument  be  correct,  that  the  owner  ought  to  have 
an  opportunity  of  indorsing  his  title  on  the  document,  that 
would  give  effect  to  the  word  "  previously/'  although  I 
dare  say  that  was  not  in  my  mind  at  the  time.] 

Secondly,  the  contract  as  to  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia 
was  not  such  a  contract  of  loan  as  would  fall  within  this 
statute:  in  the  first  place,  because  there  was  a  binding 
agreement  between  the  parties,  whereby  the  defendants 
were  positively  bound  to  advance  £20,000  on  the  freight 
of  other  cargoes,  not  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  non- 
performance of  which  would  give  Warwick  a  right  of 
action.  What  was  afterwards  done  had  relation  back  to 
that  agreement  upon  which  it  was  done,  and  there  was  no 
consideration  for  a  new  loan  on  the  security  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' cargo.  In  reality,  that  advance  was  under  the  old 
contract,  and  the  defendants  wrongfully  and  without  con- 
sideration extorted  these  dock-warrants  from  Warwick, 
before  they  would  do  that  which  they  were  bound  in  law 
to  do  by  virtue  of  their  prior  agreement.  In  the  next 
place,  this  was  a  pledge  of  the  plaintiffs'  and  of  other  pro- 
perty together,  and  it  was  part  of  the  contract  that  at  a 
certain  price  any  part  of  the  property  might  be  taken  ont 
of  the  pledge;  and  thereby  the  party,  whose  property  is 
wrongfully  pledged,  loses  the  right  he  would  otherwise 
have  had,  of  having  the  property  that  was  well  pledged 
first  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  It  is  clear, 
that  where  a  factor  pledges  his  own  and  his  principal's 
property,  the  former  must  be  first  applied,  at  least  in 
equity,  and  it  is  apprehended  in  law  also,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  pledge.     [Parke,  B. — ^That,  I  think,  was 
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settled  in  the  case  In  re  Westzinthus  (a).!     Such  a  pledsje  ^ch.  of  PUat, 
as  this,  therefore,  was  not  a  fair  advance  of  money,  within  ^ 

the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Phillipb 

Lastly,  as  to  the  case  of  the  Mariposa. — That  also  is  a  Huth. 
question  of  law  on  the  construction  of  the  statute,  not  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury:  namely,  whether  certain 
admitted  facts  amount  to  an  advance  of  money,  or  of  n€- 
gotiable  securities,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  In  order 
to  constitute  such  an  advance,  there  must  be  actually  and 
bona  fide  a  payment  from  the  one  party  to  the  other  at  the 
time.  Here,  what  moment  was  there  at  which  the  defendants 
advanced  j6  14,400  to  Warwick  and  Clagett  on  the  faith  of 
the  dock-warrants,  and  also  advanced  £14,000  to  Warwick 
on  the  faith  of  the  Louisiana  bonds  ?  The  real  eflFect  of 
the  transaction  is,  that  Warwick  remained  liable  for  the  old 
debt  until  the  sale  of  the  cargo  of  the  Mariposa,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs'  goods  have  been  taken  to  pay  the  £14,00Q 
advanced  to  him  on  the  17th  of  September.  The  object  of 
the  factor  in  all  such  cases  is,  to  obtain  a  present  advance 
of  money — to  be  put  in  funds ;  but  here  all  that  Warwick 
and  Clagett  obtain  (even  upon  the  argument  for  the  de- 
fendants) is  a  trifling  balance  in  cash,  with  a  liability  to  pay 
a  new  debt  of  an  equal  amount  with  the  old  one.  Sup- 
pose A.  to  have  given  bills  as  a  security,  which  were  re- 
newed from  time  to  time,  and  at  length  he  gives  a  bill  toge- 
ther with  B. ;  can  it  be  said  that  is  an  advance  to  A.  and 
B.,  within  the  statute  ?  It  is  said  this  was  in  effect  pay- 
ment to  Warwick  and  Clagett ;  but  it  was  not  a  payment 
of  the  kind  contemplated  by  this  act  of  Parliament — an 
advance  of  money,  such  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  third  par- 
ties. But  at  all  events,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  effect 
of  it  was  the  discharge  of  the  old  debt,  of  which  there  is 
no  evidence  whatever.     [Alderson,  B. — It  was  not  shewn 

(a)  5  B.  &  Adol.  817 ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  644. 
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Ereh,  •{  Phas,  even  to  havc  been  writtai  off  in  account.]     There  was 

nothing  in  evidence  but  the  written  agreement,  and  the 
payment  of  the  £122.  In  Ross  v.  WiUis  {a),  a  factor,  be- 
fore the  passing  of  the  6  G«o.  4,  c.  94,  pledged  East  India 
warrants  with  a  banker  as  a  security.  After  the  passing  of 
the  act,  a  substitution  of  new  bills  for  xAA  took  place 
between  the  factor  and  the  banker,  and  the  latter  claimed 
to  hold  the  warrants  as  a  security  for  a  biH  of  £10^000 
then  discounted  for  the  factor,  the  cash  being  placed  to 
the  factor's  account.  It  was  held  that  this  transactioii 
was  not  protected  by  the  second  section  of  the  statute. 
Holroydy  J.,  says :  '^  I  look  upon  the  transaction  as  a  mere 
renewal  of  the  former  securities :''  and  Lord  Tenterden 
says — ^^  I  do  not  consider  what  was  done  with  respect  to 
this  bill  a  new  agreement.'' 

With  regard  to  the  argument  as  to  the  third  section  of 
the  statute,  it  seems  to  amoimt  to  this :  that  because  the 
defendants  are  not  in  a  situation  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
minor  remedy  given  by  that  section,  they  mast  of  necei- 
sity  come  in  under  the  major  remedy  of  the  second.  It 
may  be  that  the  third  section  does  not  apply  to  a  esse 
where  the  antecedent  debt  was  not  the  debt  of  the  same 
person  who  afterwards  makes  the  new  pledge ;  but  it  is  a 
strange  inference  to  say,  that  because  the  case  is  not 
strong  enough  to  be  included  in  the  enactment  wfaidi 
gives  a  more  limited  remedy,  the  party  is  t^herefore  entitled 

to  the  more  extensive  one. 

Cur.  adv.  volt. 

In  the  present  Term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — This  case  stood  over  for  consideration,  on 
account  of  the  great  importance  of  the  principal  question 
which  was  discussed,  as  well  to  the  parties  as  to  the  pubbc; 

(a)  Dans.  &  Lloyd's  Merc.  Cases,  19. 
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-this  bedng  the  first  occasion  (mwhich  one  ofthe  clauses  in  the  Exch,  «/  Pleat, 
Factors'  Act,  of  frequent  practical  application,  has  xequired 
the  exposition  of  any  of  the  courts  in  Westminster  Hall. 
Jtty  learned  Brothers  and  myself,  who  heard  the  argument 
on  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  were  all 
.then  satisfied  that  it  was  fit  ithat  the  case  should  be  again 
-submitted  to  a  jury;  ;but  we  wished  to  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  giving  the  subject  ourf  ull  consideration,  in  order 
that  the  meaning  of  the  statute  might  be  distinctly  dC'- 
fined,  and  the  law  as  applicable  to  the  question  in  the  cause 
correctly  laid  down. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  two 
cargoes  of  tobacco  sold  by  the  defendants.  The  undis- 
puted facts  of  the  case  were  these.  The  .plainti£fs  were 
the  owners  of  these  two  cargoes,  one  by  the  Amelia, 
and  the  other  by  the  Mariposa ;  the  former  of  which  ves- 
sels arrived  in  the  London  Docks  on  the  24th  of  Septem- 
ber, the  latter  on  the  11th  of  October.  Shortly  aifter  the 
arrival  of  these  ships  respectively,  the  plaintiffs  placed  the 
bills  of  lading  of  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia  in  the  hands  .of 
Mr.  Warwick,  an  extensive  tobacco  merchant  and  broker, 
and  that  of  the  Mariposa  in  the  hands  of  Warwick  ;and  hi^ 
then  partner  Clagett,  carrying  on  the  same  business,  as 
their  factors  respectively,  for  the  sale  thereof.  iBoth  bills 
of  lading  were  indorsed  in  blank.  The  cargoes  were  en- 
tered by  Warwick,  and  Warwick  &  Clagett,  at  the  Cus- 
tom-house, in  their  names,  which  enabled  them  to  obtain 
dock-warrants  also  in  their  names.  On  the  30th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1836,  Warwick  obtained  one  for  the  cargo  of  the 
Amelia  in  his  name ;  on  the  7th  of  November,  Warwick 
&  Clagett  obtained  another  in  their  names,  for  that  of 
the  Mariposa.  It  was  proved  that  the  sampling  and 
weighing  does  not  usually  commence  until  a  month  or 
.more  after  the  arrival,  as  the  tobacco  undergoes  some  fer- 
mentatian,  :and  is  not  fit  for  weighing  until  that  has  sub- 
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IsafI 
the  King's  beam. 

The  weighing  of  the  tobacco  by  the  Amelia  commenced 
on  the  8tb  of  November,  and  ended  the  20th  of  December, 
1836.  That  bjr  the  Mariposa,  commenced  on  the  13th  of 
October  1836,  and  ended  the  30th  of  January,  1837. 
This  was  not  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  frequently  ap- 
plied to  Warwick  &  Clagett  for  samples  and  weights,  and 
about  the  middle  of  January  directed  that  the  warraoti, 
when  obtained,  should  be  in  their  own  names.  On  the 
8th  of  February  Warwick  &  Clagett  stopped  payment. 

It  then  came  out  that  the  cargoes  of  both  vessels  bid 
been  pledged  to  the  defendants  by  Warwick,  and  Warwick 
&  Clagett.  It  ia  not  necessary  to  advert  to  either  of  thae 
transactions  in  much  detail. 

The  warrants  for  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia  were  pledged 
by  Warwick,  under  these  circumstances.  He  bad  od  Cbe 
I7th  of  September,  1836,  agreed  to  make  a  deposit  of  to- 
bacco-warrants of  his  own,  for  a  loan  of  £20,000  to  be 
made  to  him  by  the  defendants.  When  Warwick  applied 
for  the  ;e20,000,  the  defendants  insisted  that  the  wninuiB 
were  not  a  sufficient  security,  and  would  advance  £12,000 
only.  On  the  30th  of  September,  Warwick  procured  tie 
dock-warrant  for  the  cargo  of  the  Amelia,  and  immediateif 
pledged  it  with  the  defendants,  and  obtained  an  adraxe 
of  £8000  on  the  security  of  all  the  warrants.  The  nn- 
rant  of  the  cargo  of  the  Jlivriposa  was  pledged  by  Wa- 
wick  fc  Clngett  ou  the  7tii  of  November,  183G,  uudcr  these 
circiimstnuces.  Warwick  had  already  had  an  advauce  of  i 
jfi]  4,000  on  the  17th  of  September,  on  a  deposit  of  An*  i 
rican  State  Bonds,  such  advance  having  been  i 
discounting  Warwick's  acceptances.  On  the  "thofS 
vember,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  in  writing  ft 
discount  of  Warwick  &Clagett's  ;icrfiit:\in.r.s  for  £\i, 
on  a  deposit  by  way  of  security  uf  tLc  nanaHl  trfW 


rants  of  neither  carso  vere  mdrmdai  to  tlie  {Kton,  -wixhm 
the  meaning  of  tie  ^cr.  jesmiOffr.  urrwar  no  adrance 
was  made  on  xhat  lusdim  'i^rhe'^nosoit  if  tfe  cai^  cf  tiae 
Amelia,  soeh  aft  'vmiit  .^iriinnnw  rft*-  .liMiiMiUiiH*  ^  ii^^i^p 

the  proceeds  ^  tixa:  cbcsii:  tsiuiiik/TfaBBBiHe  i3ar  vas  xio 
advance  of  axj  sen.  'i«?n*mi£  '^  JHtSK.  <ga  rfts  la^HKSkai 
relaliTe  to  tLe  wtsTsai  i£  ^Ut  XaB^iuHu 

alien  nnder  izie  mil  ^susxt  mnat  %k  ajfiaocifc 
cnment  intmfScsd  to  istt  "htpikar  \t  ^ksr 
whidi  he  li*d  inmmM  ik/tmntAj  m  wA 
firand,  left  theae   qtiriMf  w 


l8t,lllietlicr  diepbntifc 
citber  <if  tiieiii,  to 
SmDjt,  THictlKr  die 
of  tiKAmciia 
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Mariposa's  cargo,  and  another  of  Warwick  &  Clagett's  ^ch,  of  puas. 
own.     The  American  bonds  were  given  np,  interest  calcu-     v.Jlf^ 
lated  on  the  former  advance  of  ^614,000  to  the  debit  of 
Warwick,  and  credit  given  for  the  £14,400,  less  discount, 
and  a  balance  of  £122  paid  br  the  defendants  to  Warwick 
&  Clagett.   Evidence  was  given  (it  the  mode  in  which  sales 
of  tobacco  were  effected.    It  was  sometimes  hj  delivery 
orders,  sometimes  by  warrant,  whidi  was  not  convenient, 
when  less  than  the  whole  cargo  was  scdd.    No  established 
nsage  ot  trade  was  proved.    The  drfriidants  aold  both  car- 
goes, and  paid  into  Court  the  haianffr  after  dodocting  the 
amount  of  their  advances.  Under  tiieae  cbmmstanoes,  tlie 
plaintiff's  counsel  ininsted  that  the  advances  ooold  not  be 
retained  under  the  FactmV  Act,   hwaiHr,  first,  tike  war- 
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4&u«.  *tif  Phas,      A  nde  niai  was  obtaiiied  for  a  new  trial,  o&  the  ground 

both  of  the  verdict  being  against  evideikoey  and  for  a  mis- 
direction^  or  rather  the  want  of  a  suffioient  directi<m  in 
point  of  law. 

The  prmcipal  question  is^  as  to  the  meaBing  of  ^he  2fid 
section  of  the  6  £neo.4^  c.  94b  commonly  called  ihe  Eao- 
tors^  Act, 

Before  the  passing  of  this  act,  or  rather  the  previoos 
Factors'  Act,  the  40eo.  4^  c.  83,  it  was  clearlj  settled, 
tliat  a  factor,  or  agent  for  sal^,  had  no  power  to  pledge, 
whether  he  was  in  possession  either  of  the  goods  thein- 
selves  or  of  the  symbol  of  the  goods,  and  even  though  the 
symbol  might  bear  on  the  £ace  of  it  some  evidence  of  the 
property  being  in  himself,  as  in  the  case  ef  a  biH  of  lad- 
ing, in  which  he  was  the  consignee  or  indorsee.    Thk 
was  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule,  that  he  who 
deals  with  one  acting  ex  mandate,  can  obtain  from  him  bo 
better  title  than  his  mandate  enables  him  to  bestow. 

But  this  Tule  was  thought  by  some  to  be  attended  with 
hardship  on  merchants  and  others  dealing  with  factors,  on 
the  faith  of  their  being  principals ;  and  the  legislature,  by 
the  4  Geo.  4,  first  relaxed  this  rule,  and  by  the  6  Geo.  4 
extended  that  relaxation.  It  does  not  appear  to  be  neces- 
sary to  advert  to  the  former  act,  as  the  case  is  not  witiun 
the  terms  of  it,  nor  does  it  throw  any  light  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  latter  statute,  except  that  the  Ist  flec- 
tion shews  that  the  word  "intrusted''  was  not  unim- 
portant, and  advisedly  introduced;  for  it  provides,  that 
the  person  in  whose  name  goods  shall  be  shipped  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  *'  intrusted  therewith  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act,  unless  the  contrary  "thereof  shall  appear  or  be 
shewn  in  evidence  by  the  person  disputing  the  fact.''  The 
question  turns  upon  the  2nd  section  of  the  '6  Geo.  4;  it 
provide^,  "  that  any  person  intrusted  with  and  in  pesses- 
Hsion  of  any  bill  of  lading,  dodc-warrant,  &c.,  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  de- 
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icribed  and  mentioned  in  those  documents^  so  far  us  to  Exeh.  of  Piea*, 
^ve  validity  to  any  contract  or  agreement  entered  into  by  1^40. 
the  person  90  intrusted  and  in  possession,  with  any  other 
person,  ibr  the  sale,  disposition,  deposit,  or  pledge  of  sndi 
goods,  m  secnrity  for  any  money,  or  negotiable  instrument, 
advanced  or  given  by  sudi  other  person,  on  the  faith  of 
such  document,  provided  he  shall  not  have  notice  by  tbe 
document  or  otherwise  that  the  person  so  intrusted  shall 
not  be  the  true  owner,^' 

It  is  very  dear,  that  this  section  relaxes  the  rule  of  the 
common  law,  only  with  respect  to  those  who  deal  with 
persons  who  are  not  merely  in  possession  of,  but  are  also 
intrusted  with,  the  symbol  of  property.  However  great  the 
hardship  may  be  on  innocent  persons,  and  whatever  they 
may  have  supposed  from  finding  another  in  possessioiu  of  a 
docoment  bearing  the  indidia  of  property  in  himself  still 
the  statute  does  not  apply,  and  they  can  acquire  no  title 
hy  virtue  of  it,  unless  the  document  has  been  intrttsted 
to  that  person.  K  the  legislature  had  intended  to 
make  tbe  simple  possession  of  such  instruments  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  party  having  them  to  make  a  good 
title,  they  no  doubt  would  have  so  provided;  if  they  had, 
the  innocent  party  deaUug  with  him  would  have  been  pro- 
tected,  but  the  innocent  owner  would,  in  that  case,  have 
suiFered,  if  the  document  had  been  taken  from  him  by 
felony  or  fraud.  But  by  providing  that  a  person  should 
be  intrusted  as  well  as  in  possession,  the  inconvenienoe  is 
obviated.  The  statute  applies  only  to  written  documents 
relating  to  goods,  and  not  to  goods  themselves ;  and  for 
this  rea8on,-^these  documents  may  be  made  to  designate 
the  owner's  name,  which  the  goods  themselves,  generally 
speaking,  cannot ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  those  persons  only  should  suffer  by  the  frauds 
ef  their  agents,  who  have  intrusted  them  with  the  evi- 
•dence  of  title,  and  omitted  to  take  those  precautions 
iiBiich  might  have  prevented  them  firom  decehring  othen. 
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Exch.  of  PUas,      It  is  therefore  necessary,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  this 
^   ^^^      ^    clause,  that  the  owner  should  have  "  intrusted"  the  factor 
Phillips      with  the   document;  not  that   it  is   necessary  that  tbe 
HuTH.       owner  should  have  had  personal  possession  of  the  docu- 
ment, so  as  to  be  able  to  mark  it  with  his  name,  and  him- 
self delivered  it  to  the  factor ;  for  if  his  own  agent,  gene- 
ral or  special,  puts  it  into  the  hands  of  the  factor  with  the 
factor^s  name  on  it,  or  if  the  factor  be  instracted  by  the 
owner  to  obtain  the  document  in  that  state,  and  does  so, 
no  doubt  he  is  "  intrusted"  by  the  owner  with  it,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.    But  in  order  to  constitute  an  intrvaU 
ing  of  such  a  document,  it  is  necessary  that  the  owner 
should  have  intended  the  factor  to  possess  it  in  that  form, 
at  the  time  when  he  had  the  possession.     Intrusting  with 
the  document  is  essentially  different  from  enabling  a  per- 
son to  become  possessed  of  it — from  giving  him  the  means 
of  obtaining  it.     An  instance  of  the  difference  was  well 
put  in  the  argument,  when  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Crompttm, 
that  one  who  gives  another  the  key  of  his  bureau  to  get 
out  one  paper,  may  enable  him  to  procure  any  other  that 
he  pleases  to  take,  but  does  not  intrust  him  with  it.    It  is 
not  enough,  therefore,  to  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  impowered 
Warwick,  or  Warwick  &  Clagett,  to  possess  themselves  of 
the  warrants  whenever  they  chose ;  it  must  be  shewn  that 
the  plaintiffs  really  intended  that  the  factors  should  be 
possessed  of  them  at  the  time  they  pledged  them,  or  it 
must  be  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  meant  them  not  merely 
to  have  the  power  which  the  possession  of  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing would  give — of  getting  the  warrants  when  they  liked, 
but  to  exercise  that  power  by  obtaining  it  whenever  then 
in  their  discretion  might  think  fit.     If  either  of  these  inten- 
tions were  proved,  it  would  be  sufficient ;  but  if  the  fiw- 
tors  were  proved  to  be  in  possession  of  the  warrants,  nn- 
der  such  circumstances  as  that  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  bad 
been  informed  of  that  fact,  might  justly  have  said,  "we 
never  meant  this,^^  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  they  in- 


^ 
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trusted  the  factors  with  these  warrants.  The  principals  Exch,  of  Pleat, 
can  never  be  deemed  to  have  intrusted  the  agents  with 
a  document  which  the  agents  obtained  in  breach  of  their 
trusty  against  the  intention  of  their  principals,  in  violation 
of  their  duty  towards  them,  and  which  document  never 
would  have  existed  at  all,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  fraud 
of  the  agents  against  their  employers.  It  was  well  ob- 
served by  Mr.  Crompton,  that  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 
a  confidence  reposed  by  the  employer  with  respect  to 
a  document,  the  very  existence  of  which  is  a  fraud  upon 
him. 

It  is,  no  doubt,  true  that  the  fact  of  the  delivery  of  the 
bills  of  ladiuig  for  the  purposes  of  entering  the  cargoes, 
which  furnished  the  means  of  obtaining  the  warrants,  is, 
as  was  insisted  by  the  Attomey-Generaly  some  evidence 
of  the  intention  of  the  plaintiflfs  that  the  factors  should 
have  those  warrants  at  some  time,  or  that  the  plaintiffs 
meant  them  to  take  them  when  they  pleased;  but  it  is 
evidence  merely ;  and  independently  of  the  objection  in- 
sisted upon  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  construc- 
tion of  the  act  of  Parliament  ought  to  have  been  more 
fully  explained  to  the  jury,  we  think  that  if  it  had  been, 
the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  that  evidence  in  this  case  is 
not  satisfactory. 

If  it  had  been  the  established  usage  of  trade  to  sell  by 
dock-warrants  only,  and  to  obtain  them  at  the  time  these 
were  obtained,  doubtless  there  would  be  a  strong  case  for 
the  jury;  for  the  plaintiffs  might  fairly  be  considered,  in 
the  absence  of  express  instructions  to  the  contrary,  as  hav- 
ing intended  that  the  factors  should  pursue  the  ordinary 
and  usual  course.  There  was  no  such  proof  of  its  being  the 
usual  course,  but  the  contrary ;  and  we  think  that  no  infer- 
ence of  intention  can  be  drawn  from  the  mere  fact  of 
the  delivery  of  the  bills  of  lading,  as  to  obtaining  the  war- 
rants, except  that  the  factors  should  obtain  them,  if  those 
documents  should  be  reasonably  required  for  the  purposes 
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Exeh,  of  PUtu,  of  sale^  and  at  the  time  wlien  they  ahrnM  be  90  reqmred: 

and  upon  the  facta  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  these  doca- 
meats  were  obtained  long  before  there  waa  anj  occuion 
for  them,  and  even  before  the  cargoes  veie  wei^ied  and 
sampled.  It  may  be  added,  that  there  was  no  eyidence  of 
a  general  agency  in  Warwick,  or  Warwick  &  Qagett,  cur  of 
any  general  discretion  being  given  to  them,  to  act  as  tker 
thought  fit,  with  respect  to  the  obtaining  warrants.  In- 
deed, it  is  not  pretended  that  they  stood  in  any  other  ida* 
tion  than  that  which  ordinary  factors  for  sale  bear  to  ordi- 
nary principals,  in  which  case  all  that  the  principal  in- 
tends is,  that  a  sale  should  be  made,  and  every  step  taken 
which  is  reasonably  required  for  the  aocompU^umeiKt  of  that 
purpose  and  no  other. 

Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  we  are  of  (^anion  that 
there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial. 

It  will  not  be  improper  to  add,  that  if  there  was  an 
intrusting  of  the  warrant  of  the  Amelia's  cargo,  in  this 
casCj  we  think  it  was  prop^ly  pledged  to  the  extent  of 
£8000;  for,  although  the  defendants  might  be  bomidbT 
this  contract  to  advance  the  remaining  £8000,  residue 
of  the  £20,000,  on  the  security  of  Warwick's  own  pro- 
perty, yet  they  refused  to  do  so;  and  if  instead  of  suin^ 
the  defendants  on  their  contract,  Warwick  chose  to  pledge 
fresh  property  for  an  immediate  advance,  such  pledge  wonld 
be  good. 

As  to  the  alleged  advance  on  the  7th  of  November,  1836^ 
of  £14,400,  we  think  that  the  true  question  is,  whether, 
according  to  the  intention  of  both  parties  to  that  transl^ 
tion,  the  £14,400  was  meant  to  be  placed  entirely  at  the 
disposition  of  Warwick  &  Clagett,  so  that  they  migiit, 
without, any  breach  o£  the  understanding  with  the  defend- 
ants, have  appUed  the  amount  to  any  purpose  of  their 
own.  If  they  might,  and  they  directed  the  amount  to  be 
paid  to  the  defendants  in  account  to  satisfy  the  old  debt 
due  firom  Warwick,  instead  of  receiving  the  mon^  9ai 
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handing  it  back^  there  would,  we  think,  be  an  advance.  EjccH.  of  PUat, 
But  if  the  real  meaning  of  the  parties  was,  that  the  new 
advance,  by  discounting  the  new  acceptances  of  Warwick 
&  Clagett,  was  only  to  take  up  the  former  acceptances  of 
Warwick,  and  would  not  have  been  made  except  on  the 
understanding  that  the  amount  should  be  so  applied,  and 
it  would  have  been  a  breach  of  the  agreement  to  have  done 
otherwise,  then  we  think  there  would  have  been  no  ad- 
vance within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute. 

Bule  absolute. 


END  OP  EASTER  TERM. 
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lEx^tqmv  ittam^tv. 


^  TRINITY  TERM,  3  VICTORIiE. 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 

Exeh.  of  Pleas,  xT  is  rcsolvcd  by  the  Judges,  that  when  a  Judge's  Order 
^^^*  .  is  made  a  Rule  of  Court,  it  shall  be  a  part  of  the  Rule  rf 
Court,  that  the  costs  of  making  the  Order  a  Rule  of 
Court  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  against  whom  the  Order 
is  made :  Provided  an  affidavit  be  made  and  filed,  that 
the  Order  has  been  served  on  the  party  or  his  attomej, 
and  disobeyed  (a). 

27th  May,  1840. 


(a)  See  the  case  next  reported. 


^ 
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Eieh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Regina  V,  Gameson.  ^^      ' 

A  HIS  was  a  role  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  Upon  a  Judge's 

1  1  •i*ii/.i/*  order,  discharg- 

wnj  an  attachment^  issued  against  the  defendant  for  non-  ing  a  summons 
payment  of  two  several  sums  of  1/.  8*.  7d,  and  2/.  18*.  2d.,  co^ts  were  tax- 
pursuant  to  the  Master^s  allocatur,  should  not  be  set  aside.  ^^  a"d  de- 

^  '  manded,  and 

In  Hilary  Term,  Crowder  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  not  being  paid 

,    „        .  11.  /.  .  rrii  •        •       or  tendered,  the 

and  Hoggins  was  heard  m  support  of  it.  The  question  m  order  was  made 
the  case  was,  whether  the  costs  of  making  a  Judge^s  order,  \^^  \^^^^  ^^^^ 
for  discharcnng  a  summons  with  costs,  a  rule  of  Court,  n^aJ^*"/ »' » 

°     °  ^  '  ^    rule  of  Court 

If  ere  costs  within  the  meaning  of  the  order  and  rule,  so  as  were  also  taxed, 
to  bring  the  defendant  into  contempt  for  nonpayment  of  Tere'^a^y 
them.  The  Court  took  time  to  consult  the  Judges  of  J^IJy^ender^ed'' 
the  other  Courts,  and  in  this  term  judgment  was  delivered  ^^e  former 

amount,  but  re- 
by  fused  payment 

of  the  latter : — 
Held,  that  he 

Parke,  B.— On  the  5th  of  February,  1839, 1  made  an  ;;;^^"°^^^^^^^^ 
arder,  dismissing  with  costs  a  summons  to  amend  the  de-  t^e  costs  of 

i  •  T       •  •  1        -I    i»      -I        t  1        making  the  or- 

^laration,  by  inserting  the  defendant  s  true  name  at  the   der  a  rule  of 
plaintiff's  cost.      The  costs  of  this  order  were  taxed  at   co^s"! wU^hin^the 
I  /.  78.,  and  an  allocatur  given  for  that  amount.     Whether  meaning  of  the 

^  order  and  rule. 

this  order  was  served  appears  doubtful  on  the  affidavits, 
3ut  the  defendant's  agent  attended  the  taxation  of  costs 
:hereon.  On  the  14th  of  February,  my  Brother  Alderson 
>rdered  all  proceedings  in  the  action  to  be  stayed,  on 
sayment  of  debt  without  costs,  on  the  ground  that  it 
pras  under  £5,  and  recoverable  in  a  Court  of  Requests. 

The  plaintiff  afterwards  applied  (after  giving  notice  to 
khe  defendant)  to  my  Brother  Alderson  to  amend  his  order, 
by  saving  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  payable  to  the  plaintiff 
under  my  order;  and  my  Brother  Alderson  did  so,  by  order 
dated  the  20th  of  February,  1839,  which  order  was  served 
on  the  defendant. 

No  tender  of  the  1/.  7s,  was  made,    and  the  plaintiff 

VOL.  VI.  s  s  M.  w. 


m 
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Exeh.  of  Piea§t  proceeded,  on  the  30th  of  May,  1839,  to  make  my  order 
'  ^     and  allocatur  a  rule  of  Court. 
Reoina  On  this  rule  an  appointment  was  obtained  to  tax  further 

Gamebok.      costs,  and  an  allocatur  given  for  2/.  ISs.  2d.j  being  the 
costs  of  making  my  order  a  rule  of  Court. 

On  the  1st  of  November,  1839,  the  plaintiff  demanded 
the  costs  firom  the  defendant;  the  demand  was  made  seve- 
rally of  the  1/.  78.  and  the  2/.  ISs.  2d. ;  and  copies  of  the 
rule  and  allocatur  thereon  were  served.  The  affidavit  does 
not  state  a  refusal  to  pay  these  sums,  or  either  of  them, 
but  simply  that  they  had  not  been  received.  On  the  de- 
fendant's affidavit,  it  appears  that  he  offered  to  pay  the 
1/.  78.  on  such  demand  being  made,  which  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  receive. 

The  plaintiff  nevertheless  moved  for  and  obtained  a 
writ  of  attachment  against  the  defendant,  and  it  was  issued 
on  the  6th  of  November,  and  the  defendant  taken  under 
it.  The  attachment  was  indorsed  by  order  of  the  Court, 
dated  4th  of  November,  1839,  at  the  instance  of  Wjatt, 
for  nonpayment  of  1/.  78.  and  21.  ISs.  2d. 

An  application  was  made  to  set  it  aside  in  the  last  term, 
and  a  rule  nisi  obtained;  and  we  think  the  rule  iDUst  be 
absolute. 

An  attachment  is  granted,  not  for  disobedience  of  a 
Judge's  order,  but  of  a  rule  of  Court :  and  all  the  rule  of 
Court  does  in  this  case  is  to  make  my  order  a  rule  of  Court, 
which  is,  constructively,  to  order  that  which  it  orders,  vix. 
the  payment  of  1/.  7*.  The  result  is,  that,  according  to 
this  form  of  order  and  rule,  if  the  defendant  postpones 
the  payment  of  the  sum  ordered  to  l^e  paid  until  the 
plaintiff  has  incurred  the  further  costs  of  making  the  or- 
der a  rule  of  Court,  and  then  tenders  the  amount,  he  maj 
put  the  plaintiff  to  an  expense  for  which  he  has  no  remedy. 
To  obviate  this  for  the  future,  there  should  be  a  rule  niri 
for  the  payment  of  the  costs  occasioned  by  making  the 
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order  a  rule  of  Court,  which  may  be  incorporated  with  the  Bxck.  of  pieas, 
rule  for  making  the  order  a  rule  of  Court.  ^     ^      . 

Reoina 

V, 

Rule  absolute  (a).         Gameson. 

(a)  See  now  the  rule  of  Court,  ante,  p.  602. 


Mayer  v.  Isaac 

Assumpsit. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that  theretofore,  « in  considera- 
to  wit,  on  the  30th  of  November,  1838,  in  consideration  IJpS^g  my 
that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  nephew  v.  with 

*  ^  *  china  and 

sell  and  deliver  to  the  defendant's  nephew,  one  A.  L.  Vogel,  earthenware,  i 

china  and  earthenware,  he  the  defendant  promised  and  payment  of  any 

guaranteed  to  the  plaintiff  the  payment  of  any  bills  the  dlawChTron 

plaintiff  might  draw  on  account  thereof,  to  the  amount  account  thereof, 

.  Til  to  the  amount 

of  i£200.    The  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  plaintiff,  of  £200:"— 

confiding,  &c.,  did  sell  and  deliver  to  the  said  A.  L.  Vogel,  nuing  guaran- 

and  the  said  A.  L.  Vogel  bought  of  him,  divers  large  quan-  J^^'/"**  'i**\ 

tities  of  china  and  earthenware,  at  prices  amounting  in  y^^  *»abie  upon 

it,  although,  af- 

the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  x2(XK):  that  ter  it  was  given, 
the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  May,  1839,  greater Vmount 
drew  a  bill  of  exchange  on  A.  L.  Vogel,  at  four  months'  J^*"  ^^^?.  ^^*^ 

°  o     ^  been  supphed 

date,  for  iE200;  that  Vogel  accepted  the  same  for  and  on  to  and  paid  for 

bv  V 

account  of  the  sum  of  £200  due  and  owing  from  him  to 
the  plaintiff  for  the  said  prices  of  the  said  china  and 
earthenware  so  sold  and  delivered  to  him,  but  that  he  did 
not  pay  the  bill  when  due,  &c. :  Breach,  that  the  defend- 
ant has  not  guaranteed  to  the  plaintiff  the  payment  of,  or 
paid  him,  the  said  bill,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c. 

Pleas — ^first,  non  assumpsit :  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  sell  and  deliver  to  the  said  A.  L.  Vogel,  nor  did 
the  said  A.  L.  Vogel  buy  of  him,  the  said  quantities  of 
china  and  earthenware,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and 

ss2 
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Mayer 

V. 

Isaac. 


E»eh.  of  PUat,  form^  &c. :  thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  draw,  nor 

did  the  said  A.  L.  Yogel  accept,  the  said  bill  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  for  the  sum  of  £200,  due  and  owing 
from  the  said  A.  L.  Yogel  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  said  prices 
of  the  said  china  and  earthenware,  &c.,  in  manner  and 
form,  &c. :  fourthly,  that  after  the  said  china  and  earthen- 
ware had  been  so  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
said  A.  L.  Yogel  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  A  L. 
Yogel  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  same,  and  be- 
fore the  said  bill  became  due,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  May, 
1839,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
said  A.  L.  Yogel,  without  the  consent,  leave,  or  license  of 
the  defendant,  for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  in 
that  behalf  to  the  defendant  unknown,  that  the  plaintiff 
should  give  to  the  said  A.  L.  Yogel  time,  and  forbear  to 
sue  him  for  a  certain  time  in  that  behalf  agreed  on  between 
them,  to  wit,  for  two  months,  for  the  payment  of  a  large 
sum,  to  wit,  £200,  parcel  of  the  sums  in  which  the  said 
A.  L.  Yogel  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  said  china 
and  earthenware;  the  said  time  and  forbearance  being 
for  a  longer  time  and  a  longer  forbearance  than  the  tine 
and  forbearance  or  credit  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  haye 
given  the  said  A.  L.  Yogel  for  the  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  £200,  according  to,  and  in  pursuance  and  within 
the  meaning  of  the  said  guarantee. — Yerification.  Hfthly, 
that  after  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the  declaratioD 
mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  9th  of  May,  1839,  the  said  A.  L.  Yogel  deli- 
vered to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  accepted  of 
him,  divers  bills  of  exchange  and  monies,  amounting  in 
the  whole,  to  wit,  to  £2000,  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  said  promise,  damages,  and  causes  of  action 
in  the  declaration  mentioned. — ^Yerification. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  three  first  pleas :  to  the 
fourth  he  replied,  denying  the  agreement  in  that  plea 
mentioned;  and  to  the  fifth,  that  A.  L.  Yogel  did  not  deli- 
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ver  to  the  plaintiff^  nor  did  the  plaintiff  accept  of  him,  the  Bxch.  of  PUa*, 
said  bills  of  exchange  and  monies  in  the  said  plea  alleged  '  ^ 

as  amounting  in  the  whole  to  £2000,  in  full  satisfaction  Mater 
and  discharge,  &c.,  as  in  that  plea  alleged.  On  these  re-  Isaac. 
plications  also  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
after  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  in  June  1838,  the 
plaintiff,  a  manufacturer  of  earthenware  in  Staffordshire, 
began  to  supply  Vogel,  the  defendant's  nephew,  who  car- 
ried on  business  at  Brussels,  and  was  introduced  to  him  by 
the  defendant,  with  china  and  earthenware.  The  plaintiff 
applied  to  the  defendant  for  a  guarantee  of  VogeFs  pay- 
ments, and  the  defendant  gave  him,  in  the  first  instance, 
a  guarantee  to  the  amount  of  i£100.  The  pliuntiff  sup- 
plied Vogel,  down  to  November  1838,  with  goods  to  the 
amount  of  £300 :  he  then  applied  to  the  defendant  for  a 
further  guarantee  for  £200,  and  received  from  him  the 
guarantee  declared  on,  which  was  as  follows : — 

"  London,  30th  Nov.,  1838. 
''  Sir,— In  consideration  of  your  supplying  my  nephew, 
A.  L.  Vogel,  with  china  and  earthenware,  I  hereby  gua- 
rantee the  payment  of  any  biUs  you  may  draw  upon  him 
on  account  thereof,  to  the  amount  of  £200. 

"  G.  Isaac.'' 

After  this  guarantee  was  given,  the  plaintiff  went  on 
supplying  goods  to  Vogel,  to  the  amount  in  the  whole  of 
upwards  of  £1000,  down  to  the  beginning  of  April  1839, 
and  during  the  same  period  he  received  from  Vogel  bills 
to  the  amount  of  upwards  of  £700,  which  were  satisfied 
brfore  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  objected,  that  this  was  not  a 
continuing  guarantee,  and  that  it  was  at  an  end  as  soon  as 
the  plaintiff  had  supplied  goods  under  it  to  Vogel,  and  re- 
ceived payment  to  the  amount  of  £200.    The  learned 
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Yijich.  of  PieaSf  Judge  reserved  the  point,  and  a  verdict  was  given  for  the 
-    plaintiflF,  damages  j£200,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  de- 
mayer       fendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

V, 


Isaac. 


Whateley  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  citing 
Bovill  V.  TSimer  {a),  Melville  v.  Hay  den  (d),  and  Nichobony. 
Paget  (c), 

Erie  and  Knowles  now  shewed  cause. — First,  this  is  a 
continuing  guarantee  :  but  secondly,  if  it  be  not,  there  is 
no  plea  on  the  record  under  which  the  defendant  can  take 
advantage  of  the  objection. — Although  the  line  of  distinc- 
tion between  what  does  or  does  not  amount  to  a  continuing 
guarantee,  is  not  very  clear,  the  authorities  are  in&vour  d 
this  being  so  considered.  It  is  not  limited  to  any  one  indivi- 
dual supply,  but  contemplates  a  continuance  of  the  dealings, 
and  a  course  of  bills  that  may  be  afterwards  drawn,  and  the 
defendant  makes  himself  liable  for  any  bills  among  those  so 
drawn,  to  the  extent  of  £200.  Where  the  words  of  the 
instrument  will  reasonably  bear  the  construction  of  a  con- 
tinuing guarantee,  they  will  be  construed  most  stronglv 
against  the  maker.  The  cases  relied  on  for  the  defendant 
are  all  distinguishable.  In  Bovill  v.  Turner,  the  guarantee 
clearly  contemplated  one  supply  only,  to  the  amount  of 
iJ50.  In  Melville  Y,  Hay  den,  the  guarantee  was  "of  the 
payments  of  A.  M.  to  the  extent  of  £60,  at  quarterly  ac- 
count, bill  two  months,  for  goods  to  be  purchased  by  him" 
of  the  plaintiffs.  There  there  was  no  reference  to  any 
continued  course  of  dealing,  unless  the  words  "atquar- 
terly  account^'  could  be  so  construed,  which  the  Court  held 
they  could  not.  So  also,  in  Nicholson  v.  Paget,  where  the 
words  were,  "  I  hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  £50  for  F.  L.,  in  case  F.  L.  does  not  pay  for  the 
gin,  &c.,  which  he  receives  ifrom  you,*'  one  supply  only  was 

(a)  2  Chit.  205.  (b)  SB.&  Aid.  593. 

(c)  1  C.  &  M.  68 ;  3  Tyr.  164. 
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necessarily  pointed  at.    [Alderson,  B. — Mr.  Baron  Bayley  Exch.  of  Pleas, 
there  lays  down  the  principle,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the     ^   ^  '  ^ 
party  who  takes  a  guarantee  "  to  see  that  it  is  couched  in        Mayer 
such  words  as  that  the  party  giving  it  may  distinctly  un-         Isaac. 
derstand  to  what  extent  he  is  binding  himself]     That 
is  a  principle  contrary  to  the  general  maxim  of  law — 
verba  fortius  accipiuntur  contra  proferentem — and  to  the 
opinions  of  other  judges.      In   Mason  v.  Pritchard  {a), 
where  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  a  guarantee  '^fcwr 
any  goods  he  hath  or  may  supply  W.  P.  with,  to  the 
amount  of  £100,''  it  was  held  a  continuing  security  for 
goods  supplied  at  any  time  to  W.  P.  untfl  the  credit  was 
recalled,  although  goods  to  more  than  £100  had  been  first 
supplied  and  paid  for:    and  there  the  Court  stated  dis- 
tinctly, that  ''the  words  were  to  be  taken  as  strongly 
against  the  party  giving  the  guarantee,  as  the  sense  of 
them  would  admit  of/'    This  is  even  a  stronger  case  than 
that,  because  here  the  parties  contemplate  a  course  of  bills 
to  be  drawn  for  the  goods.      The  same  doctrine  was  laid 
down  by  Lord  EUenborough,  in  Merle  v.  Wells  (6) .   Simpson 
v.  Manley  (c),  Hargreave  v.  &mee  (rf),  and  AUan  v.  Ken- 
mng[^^   are  additional  authorities  for  the  plaintiff.     In 
Bastow  V.  Bennett  (/),  an  undertaking  to  be  answerable 
for  any  tallow  or  soap  supplied  by  A.  to  B.,  was  held  to 
remain  in  force  as  long  as  A.  supplied  goods  to  B.  on  the 
same  footing,  by  reason  of  the  indefinite  nature  of  the  word 
"  any."  It  must  be  conceded  that  this  is  a  continuing  gua- 
rantee  up  to  a  certain  point,  viz.  until  the  £200  is  men- 
tioned; and  that  part  is  added  only  to  limit  the  amount,  not 
to  limit  the  transactions  to  which  the  guarantee  refers.  [Al- 
derson,  B. — ^That  part  may  be  left  out  of  consideration  al- 

(a)  12  East,  227.  {e)  9  Bing.  618  ;  2  M.  &  Scott^ 

{h)  2  Camp.  412.  762. 

(r)  2  C.  &  J.  13.  (/)  3  Camp.  220. 

\d)   6  Bing.  244 ;   3  M.  &  P. 
573. 
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Exch,  of  Pieai,  together,  because  it  is  applicable  to  either  view  of  the  case.] 

'   ^     If  it  be,  there  are  no  words  whatever  to  limit  either  time 

Mayer       or  amount.    [Parke,  B. — K  the  defendant  only  intended  to 

Isaac.        pay  for  the  first  goods  supplied,  he  would  equally  require 

a  limit  of  amount.]      The  limit  he  does  impose  refers 

only  to  the  amount  of  the  default  at  any  time. 

But  secondly,  there  is  no  plea  under  which  the  point 
can  be  raised.  It  clearly  can  be  only  under  the  fifth  plea; 
and  that  does  not  allege  in  form  that  the  guarantee  hss 
been  satisfied. 


Kelly  and  Whaieley,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  general 
principle  of  law,  that  verba  fortius  accipiuntur  contra  pro- 
ferentem, is  not  without  exceptions;  and  certainly,  if  any  ex- 
ception be  admitted,  it  ought  to  be  in  the  case  of  a  party  who 
is  binding  himself  as  surety  for  another.  In  Nichobfm  t. 
Paget i  Bay  ley,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  theConrtj 
laid  down  the  following  principles : — '^  A  guarantee  is  a  con- 
-tract  of  a  peculiar  description ;  it  is  not  a  contract  which  a 
party  is  entering  into  for  the  payment  of  his  own  debt,  or  on 
his  own  behalf,  but  it  is  a  contract  which  he  is  entering  into 
for  a  third  person ;  and  we  tliink  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
party  who  takes  such  a  security,  to  see  that  it  is  couched 
in  such  words  as  that  the  party  so  giving  it  may  dis- 
tinctly understand  to  what  extent  he  is  binding  himself 

It  is  not  unreasonable  to  expect  fix)ma 

party  who  is  furnishing  goods  on  the  faith  of  a  guarantee, 
that  he  will  take  the  guarantee  in  terms  which  shall  plainir 
and  intelligibly  point  out  to  the  party  giving  the  guarantee, 
the  extent  to  which  he  expects  that  the  liability  is  to 
be  carried.''  [Parke,  B. — Do  you  find  any  other  authority 
to  support  the  rule  of  construction  there  laid  down?  It 
certainly  is  at  variance  with  the  general  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law,  that  the  words  of  an  instrument  are  to  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  the  party  using  them.  A  guarantee 
is  one  of  that  class  of  obligations  which  is  binding  only  on 
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one  of  the  parties,  until  the  other  chooses  by  his  own  act  Exeh.  ©/  puat, 
to  make  it  binding  on  him  also.     This  instrument  does  ^  '  ^ 

not  contain  the  words  of  both  parties,  but  of  one  only,  the  Mayer 
defendant ;  the  plaintiff  agrees  to  nothing  on  the  face  of  1,1:.. 
it.]  The  weight  of  authority  would  appear  to  be  in  favour 
of  the  last  decision  of  the  Court.  But  upon  the  fair  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  instrument,  this  is  not  a  con- 
tinuing guarantee.  In  all  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side, 
there  were  some  words  directly  denoting  the  continuance 
of  the  instrument  as  a  security,  or  the  intention  to  be  liable 
beyond  the  first  supply.  In  Allan  v.  Kenrdng,  the  guarantee 
was  given  for  the  very  purpose  of  inducing  the  plaintiff  to 
continue  his  deaUngs  with  the  party  guaranteed.  In  Ba». 
tow  V.  Bennett,  which  is  the  strongest  case  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  guarantee  was  for  ''  any  goods^'  to  be  supplied.  Here, 
where  the  goods  are  mentioned,  the  word  "  any^^  is  omit- 
ted; and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  more  was  contem- 
plated than  one  supply,  or  a  series  of  supplies,  to  the 
extent  of  j£200,  for  which  payment  should  be  made  by 
bills.  In  Mason  v.  PritcJiard,  again,  (which  was  remarked 
on  in  Melville  v.  Hay  den,  as  having  gone  "  as  far  as  possi- 
ble,'') the  words  were,  "  any  goods  he  hath  or  may  supply :'' 
in  Merle  v:  fFells,  "  any  debt  he  may  contract.*'  In  Har^ 
greave  v.  Smee,  it  was  a  guarantee  for  goods  to  be  deli- 
vered according  to  the  custom  of  trading  between  the  par- 
ties, and  therefore  evidently  contemplated  a  continuance  of 
the  same  course  of  dealing.  There  is  no  case  in  which 
the  guarantee  has  been  held  continuing,  unless  it  con- 
tained some  words  applying  to  the  goods  themselves,  (not  to 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  to  be  paid  for),  shewing  the 
contemplation  of  a  continuous  supply.  The  introduction 
(^  the  mode  of  payment  by  bills  can  make  no  difference 
in  the  construction  of  the  instrument*  Then,  would  this 
guarantee  be  held  a  continuing  one,  if  it  had  run  thus — 
"  In  consideration  of  your  supplying  Vogel  with  China 
and  earthenware,  I  guarantee  the  payment  thereof  to  the 
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Ejrch.  of  Pleat,  amount  of  £200  ?''   Clearly  not,  according  to  the  authority 
^  '   ^     of  Bovill  V.  T\imer,  and  Melville  v.  Hayden. 
Mayer  The   point  is  clearly  raiseahle  under  the  last  plea, 

Isaac.        which  alleges  payment  by  Vogel  in  discharge  of  the  pro- 
mises and  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

Aldebson,  B  (a). — It  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  opi- 
nion on  the  latter  point,  because  we  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  this  must  be  considered  a  continuing  guaran- 
tee.   There  is  a  considerable  difficulty  in  reconciling  all 
the  cases  on  this  subject,  arising  principally  from  their  not 
being  at  one  as  to  the  principle  of  decision :  some  laying 
it  down  that  a  liberal  construction  ought  to  be  put  upon 
the  instrument  in  favour  of  the  person  giving  the  guaran- 
tee, as  in  Nicholson  v.  Paget ;  others  that  it  ought  to  be 
strictly  construed,  as  in  Mason  v.  Pritchard.     Undoubt- 
edly, the  generally  received  principle  of  law  is,  that  the 
party  who  makes  any  instrument  should  take  care  so  to 
express  the  amount  of  his  own  liability,  as  that  he  may  not 
be  bound  beyond  what  it  was  his  intention  that  he  should 
be ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  party  who  receires 
the  instrument,  and  parts  with  his  goods  on  the  faith  of 
it,  should  rather  have  a  construction  put  upon  it  in  his 
favour,  because  the  words  of  the  instrument  are  not  his, 
but  those  of  the  other  party.     And  therefore,  if  I  were 
obliged  to  choose  between  the  two  conflicting  principles 
which  have  been  laid  down  on  this  subject,  I  should  rather 
be  disposed  to  agree  with  that  given  in  Mason  v.  Pritck- 
ard,  than  with  the  opinion  of  Bayley,  B.,  in  Nickolsoi*  ▼. 
Paget.  It  was  not,  however,  at  all  necessary  for  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Nicholson  v.  Paget,  that  it  should  depend  upon 
the  principle  so  stated.     There  the  words  of  the  guarantee 
were — "  I  hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  for  the  payment 

(a)  Parke,  B.,  had  left  the  Court  during  the  aigument 
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of  £50  for  T.  Lerigo,  in  case  T.  Lerigo  does  not  pay  for  Exch,  of  puas, 
the  gin,  &c.,  he  receives  from  you,  and  I  will  pay  the  ^  '  - 

amount/^  Taking  that  according  to  its  plain  meaning,  it  Mayer 
refers  to  some  particular  amount  of  gin  which  the  party  uLc 
was  to  receive  from  the  plaintiff:  but  here  the  words  are 
more  general;  the  defendant  says,  ''In  consideration  of 
your  supplying  my  nephew  Vogel  with  china  and  earth- 
enware,  I  hereby  guarantee  the  payment  of  any  bills  you 
may  draw  on  him  on  account  thereof,  to  the  amount  of 
£200  f^  that  is,  according  to  the  plain  and  natural  mean- 
ing of  the  words, ''  In  consideration  of  your  supplying  my 
nephew  generally  with  china  and  earthenware, — not  any 
particular  goods,  but  any  china  and  earthenware, — I  hereby 
guarantee  you  the  payment  of  any  bills  you  may  draw  on 
him  on  account  of  that  general  supply  to  be  made  to  him/' 
If  that  be  so,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  this  is  a  continuing 
guarantee;  it  contemplates  the  continuance  of  a  supply 
on  the  one  side,  and  on  the  other  a  liability  for  any  default 
during  that  supply;  and  then  it  defines  the  extent  to  which 
the  defendant  will  be  bound  upon  this  continuing  or  run- 
ning guarantee,  viz.  £200.  According  to  the  plain  con- 
struction of  the  document,  it  is  a  continuing  security,  and 
falls  within  the  decision  in  Mason  v.  Pritchard  and  the 
other  cases  referred  to  in  the  argument.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, therefore,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  inquire  into  the 
principle  of  construction  to  be  applied  to  instruments  of 
this  kind ;  because,  according  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
words,  as  they  would  be  understood  by  mercantile  men, 
this  is  a  continuing  guarantee.  The  plaintiff  is  therefore 
entitled  to  retain  his  verdict. 

Gurnet,  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  on  the  fair  import 
of  this  document,  it  is  a  continuing  guarantee.  No  doubt 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  and  I  think  the 
words  frdly  warrant  us  in  carrying  out  that  intention. 


1S40. 
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Eick.  cf  Pieas,       RoL7E,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     It  is  conceded 

by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  if  the  promise  had  been  in 
consideration  of  the  supply  of  '^  any  china  and  earthen- 
ware/'  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover;  but  it  is 
said  the  case  is  different,  because  the  guarantee  is  not 
given  in  respect  of  any  china  and  earthenware,  but  "  any 
bills/'  i.  e.  as  it  is  argued,  any  bills  drawn  for  the  fint 
supply  of  china  and  earthenware.    I  cannot  agree  to  tbat 
construction.     What  is  guaranteed  is,  payment  of  anif  biUs 
drawn  on  Yogel  for  the  price  of  the  goods  supplied  to  hinL 
Mason  v.  Priichard  decides,  that  where  it  is  for  m^  goodi 
supplied,  it  is  a  continuing  guarantee ;  and  I  cannot  ap- 
preciate the  distinction  taken  between  that  case  and  the  pre- 
sent. On  the  contraiy,  I  think  the  instrument  is  more  clearly 
continuing  when  given  in  respect  of  any  bills ;  and  for  this 
reason,  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  is  limited  to  the  first 
lot  of  goods  actually  supplied,  but  only  to  the  first  sup- 
plied which  is  paid  for  by  bills.    I  think  the  parties  could 
not  contemplate  so  strange  a  course  of  dealing,  and  there- 
fore that  the  only  reasonable  construction  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  to  be  answerable  for  any  goods  to  be  sup- 
plied, provided  only  that  his  liability  should  not  extend 
beyond  the  £200. 

Aldxrson,  B. — My  Brother  Parke,  before  he  left  the 
Court,  expressed  to  us  his  entire  concurrence  in  the  opin- 
ion we  have  deUvered. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat, 
1840. 

Lamont  V.  Crook.  ^      "" 

X  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defendant  for  in  an  action 
a  breach  of  dnty,  in  not  being  in  attendance  to  give  evi-  for*n"ot  appear^ 
dence  in  obedience  to  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum.  J."^  *°  give  evi- 

*^  dence  in  obe- 

The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  form,  except  that  it  did  not  dience  to  a  writ 

of  subpoena  ad 

allege  that  the  defendant  was  called  on  his  subpoena.    Flea^  testificandum, 
not  guilty.    At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  gary  to  shew 
Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  opened  !?*V**^  "^^^n"'^ 

o  •r  7  r-  r  dant  was  called 

the  following  facts.  A  writ  of  subposna  ad  testificandum  in  on  his  subpoena 

,  ,         by  the  officer  of 

the  usual  form  had  been  served  on  the  defendant,  requiring  the  Court,  if  it 
him  to  attend  and  give  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  cer-  other^raHsfoc- 
tain  action,  in  which  the  now  plaintiff  was  the  plaintiff,  ^^^v  evidence 

^  that  he  was  not 

and  one  B.  Southall  was  the  defendant.     When  the  cause  present  at  the 
was  about  to  be  called,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  ascertained  pUce^ whTn  he 
that  the  now  defendant  was  not  in  attendance;  and  being  Tive^videnwr 
advised  by  his  counsel  that  it  was  unsafe  to  proceed  to  »'  e^^n  that  he 

was  absent 

trial  without  his  evidence,  he  withdrew  the  record.  The  when  the  cause 
defendant  had  not  been  called  on  his  subpoena  by  the  of-  for  tnai,  under 
ficer  of  the  Court;  but  satisfactory  proof  would  be  given  '",'^^^ei'th"aThe 
that  he  was  not  in  attendance,  and  that  his  attendance  could  not  have 

.  been  forthcom- 

eould  not  have  been  procured  m  time. — Upon  this  state-  ing  when  re- 
ment,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  interposed,  and  said  that  the  Evidence.  **And 
plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  inasmuch  as,  in  his  opinion,  I"  *"*^**  *^**®  *^ 

*  '  '  "^  '    IS  not  necessary 

in  order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  an  action  of  that  the  jury 
this  kind,  it  must  be  shewn  that  the  witness  was  called  on  been  sworn  and 
Ids  subpoena.     On  this  expression  of  his  Lordship's  opi-  I|j)nfu*t  °d -^^it  i» 
nion,  the  plaintiff  ^s  counsel  did  net  offer  any  evidence,  and  sufficient  if  he 

,      ,  ^  *  withdrew  the 

the  plaintiff  was  accordingly  nonsuited.  record,  be- 

ing upable 
safely  to  go  to 

Themger  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  cit-  trial  in  the  ab- 

sence  of  the 

ing  Barrow  v.  Humphreys  (a).  Rex  v.  Stretch  (i),  MuUett  v.  witness. 
JIvnt  (c),  and  Davis  v.  Lovell  (d), 

{a)  S  B.  &  Aid.  598.  (c)  1  C.  &  M.  752;  3  Tyr.  875. 

(6)  3  Ad.  &  £U.  503.  (<0  4  M.  &  W.  679. 
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Exch.  rf  Pleat,       CvowdeT  and  Swann  now  shewed  eanse. — ^The  plea  of  not 

guilty  puts  in  issue  all  the  facts  alleged  in  the  declaration^ 
which  are  necessary  to  shew  that  there  was  a  breach  of 
duty  in  the  defendant.     If  then  it  be  necessary^  before  he 
could  be  guilty  of  any  breach  of  duty^  that  he  should  have 
been  called  upon  his  subpoena,  that  fact  is  in  issue  on  these 
pleadings.    K  he  was  not  so  called,  and  it  is  necessary  that 
he  should  be,  he  did  not  neglect  or  refuse  to  attend,  in  the 
terms  of  the  declaration.     [Parke,  B. — If  your  ai^ument 
be  good,  the  question  is,  whether  there  may  not  be  an  ob- 
jection to  the  declaration,  for  not  averring  that  the  defend- 
ant was  called.    Alderson,  B. — The  first  question  is,  whe- 
ther, on  this  record,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  calling 
of  the  defendant;  thQ  second,  whether  it  be  in  all  cases 
necessary  to  call  the  witness,  even  if  he  be  not  there.] 
Malcolm  v.  Ray  {a)   appears  to  be  a  decision  directly  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  although  it  must  be  admitted 
that  its   authority  is  shaken  by   subsequent  cases.    It 
was  there  held,  that  an  affidavit  in  support  of  an  appli- 
cation for  an  attachment  against  a  witness  for  disobedi- 
ence to  a  subpoena,  was  defective  for  not  stating  that  be 
was  duly  called  at  the  trial.     The  precedents,  also,  aU 
allege  that  the  defendant  was  called  {b).     In  MuUeti  v. 
Hunt,  the  present  question  did  not  arise.     There  the  de- 
fendant was  in  fact  called  on  his  subpoena,  and  it  was 
so  averred  in  the  declaration:  and  the  necessity  of  calling 
him  seems  to  have  been  assumed  by  the  Court.    Baykt/j 
B.,  says,  "  If  the  Judge  suffers  the  witness  to  be  called  on 
his  subpoena,  without  the  jury  being  sworn,  and  the  wit- 
ness does  not  appear,  I  think  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
withdraw  his  record.'*     In  Dia;on  v.  Lee  (c),  Alderson,  B., 
certainly  intimated  an  opinion,  that  when  the  witness  is 
not  in  fact  in  attendance,  it  cannot  be  necessary,  because 


(fl)  3  B.  Moore,  222.  473 ;  8  Bing.  224 ;  1  C.  &  M.  752. 

(b)  See  2  Chit.  PL  531;  9  East,  (c)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  645. 
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it  would  be  useless^  to  call  him  on  his  subpoena;  but  there  Exeh.  of  puas, 
also,  the  decision  proceeded  on  another  ground.  In  Bar^  ^  _'_ 
row  V.  Humphreys  (a),  the  Court  only  expressed  an  inclina- 
tion of  opinion,  (as  was  afterwards  decided  in  Mtdleit  v. 
Huni),  that  the  witness  was  in  contempt  by  neglecting  to 
attend,  although  the  cause  was  not  called  on  for  trial,  he  hav- 
ing been  called  on  his  subpoena.  In  Rex  v.  Stretch  {b),  the 
Court  expressly  declined  to  decide  the  question  now  in  dis- 
cussion. [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  subpoena  binds  the 
witness  to  be  there  from  day  to  day,  until  the  cause  is 
tried.]  But  he  cannot  appear  in  the  box  as  a  witness,  un- 
til called  for  that  piupose ;  until  he  be  so  called,  therefore, 
it  can  hardly  be  said  that  he  has  disobeyed  the  injunction 
of  the  writ,  "  to  appear  to  testify  the  truth.^^ 

TTiesiger  and  Busby ,  contra. — ^The  circumstances  opened 
in  this  case  sufficiently  shewed  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  de- 
fendant. There  may  well  be  a  distinction  between  the 
case  where  the  witness  is  in  fact  in  attendance  upon  the 
Court,  and  where,  ds  in  the  present  case,  he  was  altogether 
absent,  and  no  object  could  have  been  answered  by  calling 
him  on  his  subpoena.  It  is  a  matter,  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
case,  but  of  evidence,  whether  the  calling  of  him  was  neces- 
sary or  not :  and  that  is  the  distinction  taken  by  Alderson,  B., 
in  Dixon  v.  Lee^  and  also  by  Patteson,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Stretch. 
There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  compels  a  plaintiff,  who  ob- 
tains a  subpoena  ad  testificandum,  to  do  more  than  duly 
to  serve  the  party  with  the  writ ;  it  is  a  commonJaw  writ, 
and  the  party  is  bound  to  obey  it  at  his  peril :  Amey  v. 
liong  (c),  MuUett  v.  Hunt.  The  requisition  of  the  writ  is, 
that ''  all  other  things  being  set  aside,  and  ceasing  every 
excuse,^'  he  shall  appear  in  Court  on  a  day  named  therein, 
''and  from  day  to  day  until  the  cause  is  tried.''  The 
icequisition  is  absolute,  not  conditional.    The  proposition 

(a)  B.  &  Aid.  598.  (b)  3  Ad.  &  £.  503. 

(c)  9  East,  473. 
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Exch,  ofPUoM,  contended  for  on  the  other  side  is  in  effect  this,  tiiat 

the  witness  may  absent  himself  until  the  instant  when 
he  is  formally  called  on  by  the  officer  of  the  Court: 
bnt  that  is  wholly  at  variance  with  the  large  and  general 
requisition  of  the  writ.    The  legal  effect  and  obligation 
of  the  writ  of  subpoena  was  much  considered  in  CoUku  t. 
God^oy  (a).    Lord  Tenter  den  says — "  If  it  be  a  duty  im- 
posed by  law  upon  a  party  regularly  subpoenaed,  to  attend 
from  time  to  time  to  give  his  evidence,  then  a  promise  to 
give  him  any  remuneration  for  loss  of  time  incurred  in 
such  attendance  is  a  promise  without  consideration.    We 
think  that  such  a  duty  is  imposed  by  law.'^     The  writ  it- 
self does  not  require  the  witness  to  be  called.     The  ques- 
tion is  not  whether  that  be  a  convenient  practice  or  not : 
the  onus  lies  on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  it  is  the  hno. 
There  is  no  obligation  on  the  plaintiff  dehors  the  writ,  and 
the  writ  imposes  no  such  duty. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^We  think  this  rule  must  be  made 
absolute  for  a  new  trial ;  although  we  do  not  intend  therefore 
to  be  understood  as  laying  down  any  rule  that  a  party  maj 
sustain  an  action  against  every  person  summoned  by  liim 
as  a  witness,  who  is  not  present  at  each  particular  moment 
of  the  assizes  or  sittings  for  which  he  is  summoned :  for 
although  to  be  present  there  is  a  duty  which  the  witnew 
owes  to  the  Court,  yet  he  sufficiently  discharges  his  duty 
to  the  party  who  summons  him,  if  he  be  there  wlien 
his  evidence  is  wanted,  and  he  is  called  upon  ad  testifi- 
candum. Here  the  cause  of  Lamoni  v.  Sauthatt  was  actu- 
ally called  on  in  its  turn,  and  the  period  had  arrived 
when  the  presence  of  the  defendant  as  a  witness  ma 
essential  to  the  discharge  of  his  duty  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  case  of  Mulleit  v.  ffuni  has  decided,  that  in  ord»  to 
render  the  witness  liable  to  an  action  for  disobedienct 

(a)  I  B.&Adol.  950. 
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to  the  subpoena^  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  jury  should  £«*•  of  Pleat, 
have  been  sworn  in  the  cause,  but  it  is  enough  if  the  partj% 
being  in  other  respects  ready  to  try,  have  forborne  to 
swear  the  jury  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  the  wit- 
ness^ and  have  called  him  on  his  subpoena  before  with- 
drawing the  record.  I  do  not  apprehend,  however,  that 
on  an  examination  of  the  principles  upon  which  that  case 
was  decided,  it  will  be  found  to  have  been  held  essential 
that  the  witness  should  be  called  on  his  subpoena  at  all. 
I  adopt  the  argument  of  Mr.  Thesigery  that  it  is  a  matter 
not  of  essence,  but  of  evidence ;  although  it  is  a  species  of 
evidence  which  it  is  most  important  should  be  obtained, 
and  I  should  in  general  be  much  disposed  to  indulge  the 
propensities  of  jurymen  to  find  for  the  defendant  in  actions 
of  this  nature,  whenever  it  appeared  that  the  witness  had 
not  been  called  on  his  subpoena ;  because,  in  general,  until 
he  be  so  called,  how  can  any  one  undertake  to  say  that  he 
was  not  or  might  not  be  present  ?  There  may,  however, 
be  cases  where  the  calling  of  him  would  be  merely  an  idle 
ceremony;  as  if  it  were  shewn  that  he  had  gone  to  Prance 
two  days  before  the  trial,  or  the  like.  Therefore  it  appears 
to  me,  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  Mullett  v.  Hunt,  we 
are  safe  in  deciding  that  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  shew,  that  when  the  record  was 
called  on  to  be  tried,  the  witness  was  in  such  a  place  that 
he  could  not  possibly  come  to  obey  the  subpoena :  and  that 
that  is  a  sufficient  breach  of  duty  to  the  plaintiff  to  ground 
an  action  of  this  nature.  That  is  the  opinion  to  which 
the  Court  are  at  present  inclined,  and  therefore  I  admit 
that  I  was  wrong  in  my  ruling  at  Nisi  Prius,  when  I  said 
that  I  would  adhere  to  the  old  practice  of  requiring  it  to 
be  proved  that  the  witness  was  called  on  his  subpoena. 
Bat  although  we  are  inclined  to  that  opinion,  it  is  now 
fiir  the  first  time  decided  that  this  action  may  be  main- 
tained for  disobeying  a  subpoena,  although  the  party  was 
Hot  called  upon  it  at  any  time.    The  rule  will  be  made 

VOL.  VI.  T  T  M,  W, 
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Etch,  of  Phot,  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  defendant  majr  then,  if 

he  think  fit,  raise  the  question  (^  law  by  tendering  a  biO 
of  exceptions. 

Parke,  B. — I  also  think  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  According  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  of  sab' 
poena,  the  party  is  commanded  to  be  in  attendance  before 
a  certain  tribunal,  at  a  certain  place  and  on  a  certain  dar, 
and  so  on  from  day  to  day  until  the  cause  is  tried,  in  order 
to  testify  and  give  evidence  in  a  certain  cause.  80  fiir  a» 
regards  the  party  suing  out  the  subpoena,  the  only  obliga- 
tion imposed  upon  the  witness  is,  that  he  shall  be  present 
and  forthcoming  when  he  is  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  gir- 
ing  evidence  in  that  cause ;  and  the  precise  moment  is, 
when  the  counsel  who  conducts  the  cause  requii^s  his  pre- 
sence. Now  the  case  of  Mulktt  y.  HmU  has  decided,  that 
if  the  witness  be  absent  when  the  cause  is  called  on  for 
trial,  and  it  is  then  clear  that  he  will  not  be  forthcoming 
when  his  evidence  will  be  required,  the  plaintiff  is  not 
bound  to  swear  the  jury,  but  may  withdraw  the  record, 
and  maintain  an  action  against  him.  In  that  decision  I 
quite  concur.  It  is  enough,  therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  shew 
that  the  defendant  was  at  that  time  absent,  and  under  such 
circumstances,  that  when  the  moment  should  arrive  at 
which  he  would  be  called  on  to  give  evidence,  he  would 
not  be  forthcoming.  Then  the  question  is,  how  is  this 
state  of  things  to  be  proved  ?  Is  it  only  by  proof  that  the 
witness  was  called  on  his  subpoena,  and  is  no  other  evi- 
dence admissible  for  the  purpose  ?  Now  I  agree  that  the 
question  is  open  on  this  record ;  but  it  seems  to  me,  that 
although  the  calling  of  the  witness  on  his  sut^xsna  is  one^ 
and  a  very  satisfactory,  species  of  evidence  by  which  the 
fact  of  his  absence  may  be  established,  it  is  not  the  only 
species.  It  would  surely  be  sufficient,  if  it  were  shewn 
that  the  witness  was  a  hundred  miles  off  during  tie 
whole  period  of  the  assizes.    In  fact,  the  practice  of  call' 


\ 
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ing  the  witness  on  his  subpoena,  when  strictly  examined,  Bxch.  of  pum^ 

is  out  of  place;   because,  properly  speaking,  the  calling 

of  him  should  be  at  the  moment  when  he  is  wanted  to 

give  evidence :  but  it  is  a  useful  practice,  as  furnishing 

good  evidence  of  his  absence  at  the  required  time  and 

place.    Still  it  is  not  the  only  kind  of  evidence  by  which  his 

absence  can  be  substantiated,  and  it  is  not  essential  to  the 

plaintiff's  case  to  shew  that  that  form  was  gone  through. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  that  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was 

wrong  in  withdrawing  this  case  from  the  jury,  and  that  the 

rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

Alderson,  B.— I  entirely  concur  in  what  has  been  said. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  call  a  witness  on  his  subpoena,  if  by 
clear  evidence  you  can  shew  that  he  is  absent  altogether, 
so  as  to  be  unable  to  come  and  give  evidence,  and  there- 
fore that  the  calling  him  would  be  a  mere  useless  cere- 
mony. If  he  be  absent  altogether,  he  has  disobeyed  the 
subpoena,  which  requires  him  to  attend  to  testify.  I  think, 
however,  that  there  is  much  convenience  in  the  prac- 
tice ;  if  there  be  contradictory  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of 
the  witness  having  been  absent,  it  is  a  useful  mode  of 
establishing  the  truth,  and  ought,  perhaps^  to  turn  the 
scale. 

BoLFE^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  writ  of 
subpoena  commands  the  party  to  appear  before  the  Court 
to  give  evidence  in  the  cause.  There  is  nothing  in  it 
which  says  that  he  is  to  appear  there  when  called  on  by 
the  officer  of  the  Court.  The  question  is,  has  he  appeared 
at  the  proper  and  necessary  time  ?  If  he  be  proved,  by 
whatever  species  of  evidence,  to  have  been  then  absent, 
that  is  a  breach  of  his  duty,  and  entitles  the  plaintiff  to 
recover. 

Rule  absolute. 


T  T  2 


A  plea  to  an 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Humphreys  v.  The  Earl  of  Waldegrave. 

1  HIS  was  an  action  by  the  holder  of  a  cheque  for  £300 
r^id  **  **  f  '***  niade  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  bearer.  The  defendant, 
cheque,  that  being  Under  terms  to  plead  issuably,  obtained  a  Judge's 
tion  for  the  Order  to  plead  several  pleas,  the  4th  of  which  was  (in  sub- 
was  money  won  staucc)  that  the  solc  Consideration  for  the  making  of  the 
by  8  third  party  cheque  was  moncv  wou  of  the  defendant  by  one  Bamett, 

of  the  defend-  . 

ant  at  hazard,  at  a  common  gaming-housc,  at  the  game  of  hazard,  con- 
gaming-house,  trary  to  the  statute,  &c.  The  plaintiff  having  signed 
is^not  anissua-  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained 
in  the  mean-  to  sct  it  aside  for  irregularity,  against  which 

ing  of  an  order 
to  plead  is- 

*"*  ^'  Wightman  shewed  cause. — The  question  is,  whether  the 

pleas  pleaded  by  the  defendant  are  issuable  pleas,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  rule  of  Court.  It  will  be  said  that 
the  fourth  plea  is  an  issuable  plea:  but  it  does  nottiy 
the  merits  of  the  action;  even  if  true,  it  is  no  defence 
against  the  present  plaintiff.  The  meaning  of  an  issuable 
plea  is,  such  a  one  as  that  if  an  issue  be  taken  on  it,  it  de- 
cides the  merits  of  the  cause.  [Parke,  B. — This  would 
have  been  a  good  plea  before  the  recent  statute,  5  &6 
Will.  4,  c.  41,  but  not  since.  The  plaintiff  would  clearly 
be  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  If  it  be 
not  an  issuable  plea,  the  defendant  cannot  set  aside  the 
judgment  without  an  afl&davit  of  merits.] 

Humfreyy  contra,  was  then  called  on. — The  question 
here  is  not  whether  the  plaintiff  might  have  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto,  but  whether  a  distinct  issue  of  fact  can 
be  taken  on  the  plea.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Sawtelly. 
Gillard{a)  is,  "that  where  a  party  has  obtained  time  on 
the  terms  of  pleading  issuably,  and  by  his  pleading  fails  to 

(a)  5  Dowl.  &  R.  620. 
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bring  the  merits  of  the  case,  or  some  question  of  fact,  or  Exeh.  of  Piem, 
some  question  of  law  arising  upon  the  facts,  in  issue,  he    v     ^      ^ 
does  not  comply  with  the  conditions  of  the  order/'   l_Parkej    Humphreys 
B. — ^That  must  mean  some  question  of  fact  which  may  de-      earl  op 
termine  the  cause  of  action.]    If  so,  the  qualification  there  Waldeqrave. 
introduced  would  be  unnecessary,  because  the  first  branch 
of  the  proposition  would  include  that  case.     [Alderson, 
B. — The  last  clause  in  that  paragraph  applies  to  a  general 
demurrer:  the  other  words  mean  the  pleading  of  some 
matter  of  fact  on  which  the  plaintiff  may  go  to  trial,  and 
determine  the  cause  of  action,  without  being  driven  to  a 
demurrer.    Parke,  B. — Mr.  Tidd  states  the  rule  thus  {a) : — 
"  An  issuable  plea  is  a  plea  in  chief  to  the  merits,  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  may  take  issue  and  go  to  trial/'    There 
must  be  an  issue  tendered  on  some  plea,  which,  if  true, 
would  be  an  answer  to  the  action.]     At  all  events,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  Judge's  or- 
der allowing  these  pleas,  and  not  to  have  signed  judgment. 
[Parke,  B. — ^No — all  that  the  Judge  decides  is,  that  they 
may  be  pleaded  together,  without  deciding  whether  they 
are  issuable  or  not.    The  Judge's  order  only  does  away 
irith  the  objection  of  double  pleading.] 


Per  Curiam^ 


Rule  discharged,  with  costs  (A). 


(a)  9th  Edit.  p.  471.  WettenhaU  v.  Graham,  4  Bing.  N. 

{h)  See  StapUi  v.  Hoidsworth,      C.  714 ;  6  Scott,  603. 
4  Bing.  N.  C.  144 ;  5  Scott,  432 ; 
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Exch.  of  PUas, 
1840. 


Davis  v.  Cole, 

T] 


Where  in  an  -*•  ^^^  ^*®  ^^  action  for  assEult,  battciy,  and  false  impri* 
action  for  as-      sonment,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  not  enilty  onlr. 

•aultandbat.  '  r  o        /        / 

tery,  tiie  plain-  At  the  trial,  before  Gumef/y  B.,  on  the  6th  of  May,  the 

less  than  40*.  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  with  1*.  damages,  and  the 

tliTjfre*  at  learned  Judge,  on  the  application  of  the  defendants  coun- 

the  trial,  inti-  gel,  expressed  his  intention  of  certifying  to  deprire  the 

mated  his  in-  .  J      r>  f 

tentionofcerd-  plaintiff  of  his  costs,  undcr  the  43£]iz.  c.  6.  After  the 
the"piainti^ff  "7  cxpiration  of  four  days  from  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
io*Si""^*I ^***  the  Nisi  Prius  record  from  the  associate,  no  certificate 

43  EIiz.  c.  6,  '  ^ 

but  after  four  being  then  indorsed  on  it.  On  the  14th  of  May  the  plain- 
tiff obtained        tiff  signed  final  judgment,  and  gave  notice  ol  taxation  on 

!he  wetter  ^^^  ^^^^'  ^^®°  ^^^  defendant's  attorney  accordingly  at- 
no  certificate  tended,  and  objected  to  the  taxation  1)eing  proceeded  with, 
on  it,  and  sign-  on  the  grouud  that  the  learned  Judge  had  intimated  his 
and  thrSiaster,  intention  to  Certify.  The  Master,  however,  thoogfat  that 
of  thefecord'*  ^  ^^^  rccord  produocd  before  him  bore  no  such  certificate, 
taxed  the  plain-  he  had  no  Option  but  to  proceed,  and  he  therefore  taxed 

tiff  his  costs : 

the  Court  con-  the  plaintiff  his  full  costs,  and  made  out  his  allocator  ac- 

of  the  Judge,^*^  cordinglv  for  29/.  1^.,  which  the  defendant's  attorney  paid 

fhe  Record" b?-  ^^^^^^  protest.     The  defendant  then  applied  to  Gvmey,  B., 

fore  him,  in  for  a  summons  to  produce  the  record  before  him,  for  the 

the  certificate  purposc  of  indorsing  the  certificate  upon  it;  and  his  Lord- 

leTngkTde  ^*''  ^'^H^;  ^M  the  16th  of  May,  made  an  order  upon  the  plain- 

the  judgment  tiff  to  producc  the  Nisi  Prius  record  and  postea  for  that 

and  taxation.  .  .  , 

purpose,  and  also  to  set  aside  the  taxation,  and  alter  the 
judgment  as  to  the  amount  of  costs.  On  the  22nd,  the 
learned  Judge  made  another  order  confirming  the  former, 
except  that  it  directed  the  payment  by  the  defendant  of 
such  costs  as  the  plaintiff  had  incurred,  by  reason  of  the  de- 
fendant not  having  applied  to  the  associate  to  draw  up  the 
order  before  the  judgment  was  signed  and  costs  taxed. 

Mansel  now  moved  to  set  aside  these  orders. — ^A  Judge 
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bound  to  certify  under  the  statute  of  Elizabetli  before  Exeh.  of  PUat, 


judgment  is  signed,  or  at  least  before  tlie  costs  are  taxed. 
Perhaps  it  might  be  competent  for  him  to  enter  upon  the 
record  a  minute  or  memorandum  of  his  intention  to  do  so, 
but  a  mere  verbal  intimation  can  have  no  effect.  Godson 
V.  Lloyd  (a) y  WliaUey  v.  fVilliamson  {b).  The  defendant 
ought  to  have  obtained  the  certificate,  and  produced  it  be- 
fore the  Master  on  taxation ;  it  was  for  him  to  take  the 
necessary  steps  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  Judge. 

Ck)le  appeared  to  shew  cause  in  the  first  instance,  but 
was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abyno£R,  C.  B. — ^The  fault  rested  with  the  officer 
ot  the  Court,  who  ought  not  to  have  delivered  the  record 
to  the  plidntiff  without  the  certificate.  The  possession  of 
the  record  by  the  clerk  is  the  possession  of  the  Judge ;  he 
holds  it  as  his  officer,  and  when  he  gives  it  out  to  the 
party,  it  is  under  a  presumed  authority  from  the  Judge  for 
that  purpose.  If  the  Judge  himself  had  been  applied  to 
by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  plain  his  answer  would  have  been, 
that  he  would  not  let  it  go  until  he  had  indorsed  his  certi- 
ficate. 

Park£,  B. — Here  the  Judge  certified  by  word  of  mouth 
at  the  trial,  and  it  was  the  misprision  of  the  clerk  in  not 
setting  down  the  certificate  formally  on  the  record,  and 
presenting  it  to  the  Judge  for  his  signature. 

Rule  refused. 

Cole  then  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  setting 
aside  the  second  order  of  Gurnet/^  B.,  citing  Foxall  v. 
Banks  {c) :  which  rule,  after  argument  on  a  subsequent  day, 
was  made  absolute. 

(a)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  157.  135 ;  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  253. 

(h)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  200;  7  Scott,  (c)  5  B.  &  Aid.  536. 


1840. 
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Exeh.  qf  PUat, 
1840. 


Issue  joined,  in 
a  country  cause, 
in  Michaelmas 
Vacation,  and 
no  notice  of 
trial  given.      A 
motion  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit,  in 
Trinity  Term, 
is  too  soon:  for 
the  issue  joined 
in  vacation  is 
referred  to  the 
tub$equ€nt 
term. 


DoRE  r.  Hayden. 

X  HIS  was  a  country  cause :  issue  was  joined  on  the  Ist 
of  January,  1840,  (the  affidavit  stated,  ''as  of  the  preced- 
ing term'^),  and  no  notice  of  trial  given.  The  pUdntiff 
not  having  proceeded  to  trial, 

Locke  now  moved  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsnit, 
and  cited  Williams  v.  Edwards  {a)  and  Lister  v.  Ventom  {b), 
as  authorities  to  shew  that  the  motion  was  not  made  too 
soon. 

Per  Curiam. — ^The  decision  in  Lister  v.  VeiUom  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  mistake.  When  issue  is  joined  in  vacatioDi 
it  must  be  considered  as  being  joined  of  the  next  following 
term,  and  the  mere  statement  in  the  affidavit  that  it  wis 
joined  as  of  the  preceding  term,  can  make  no  difference. 
Here,  therefore,  the  issue  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
joined  in  Hilary  Term,  and  consequently,  according  to  the 
recent  decisions,  the  motion  is  premature  (c). 

Bule  refosed. 


(a)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  583. 

(b)  7Dowl.  P.C.691. 

(c)  See  Evans  v.  Barnard^  3  M. 
&W.  376;   6  Dowl.  P.  C.   367; 

WiUiamt  v.  Davis^  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
227  ;  7  Scott,  158;  7  Dowl.  P.  C. 
246 ;  Harrison  v.  WilUamsj  6  Dowl. 


P.  C.  772;  ApperUy  v.  Mmt, 
6  Dowl.  P  C.  505  ;  Heath  t.  Atf- 
qU,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  19.  The  same 
point  was  decided  in  tliis  court  i 
few  days  subsequently  in  Dov^l^i 
V.  Darlaston, 


Ibotson  t?.  Phelps. 

roiVS  ?ving     StREETEN  moved  to  make  absolute  a  rule  to  compute 
it  to  the  defen-  principal  and  interest  on  a  bill  of  exchanore.     The  affidavit 

danl'if  servant  ^ 

at  his  ware- 

houia,  that  being  his  ntual  plaet  of  busineit,  held  insufficient. 


i 
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stated  the  rule  nisi  to  have  been  served,  by  leaving  it  with  Bxeh.  of  puas, 
the  defendant's  warehonseman  at  his  warehouse,  No.  4, 
Mark  Lane,  which  was  stated  to  be  his  usual  place  of 
business. 

Per  Curiam. — That  is  not  sufficient;  if  it  had  been 
upon  a  domestic  servant  at  the  defendant's  residence,  it 
would  have  been  different. 

Rule  refused. 


Palmer  v.  Powell. 

xHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  bar-  By  a  local  act  of 
rister  and  assessor  to  the  Commissioners  of  the  Court  of  Geo.  3Ta"court 
Bequests  at  Bristol,  against  the  defendant,  whom  he  had  createdat^Bri" 
appointed,  at  his  request,  and  for  certain  rewards  to  him  pay-  toi,  and  certain 

feeSt  according^ 

able  in  that  behalf,  to  collect  the  fees  which  should  become  to  a  table  there- 
due  to  him  as  such  assessor,  and  in  consideration  of  which,  were"fixed  tobe 
he  the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  to  collect  the  p**^  *°  *^®  ■*" 

^  sessorand 

same  according  to  their  full  legal  amount.     The  declara-  officers  of  the 

lion  alleged  that  divers  fees  had  become  due  to  the  plaintiff  power  for  the 

from  divers  persons,  and  on  divers  occasions,  and  alleged  as  «"  acrSbr^the* 

a  breach,  that  the  defendant  collected  as  the  fees  on  those  ***^  city,  at  any 

general  quarter 

occasions,  fees  of  lower  amount  than  were  by  law  due  to  sessions  of  the 

-,.  peace,  to  lessen 

"^'^^  or  reduce  them. 

The  defendant,  by  his  plea,  admitted  that  he  had  col-  ®^,n«*  ^^'\^* 

'      </  t^       '  ■  c.  105,  s.  8,  It  IS 

lected  the  fees,  but  alleged  that  they  were  not  of  lower  enacted, "  that 

111  ii'./»%  i.-i     every  thing  pro- 

amount  than  was  by  law  due  to  the  plaintiff  ^  upon  which  vided  in  any 

issue  was  joined :  and  afterwards,  by  consent,  the  following  lUmenMo  b"" 

done  by  the 
justices,  or  by  some  particular  class  or  description  of  members  of  such  body  corporate,  being 
justices  at  some  court  of  general  or  quarter  sessions  assembled,  and  which  does  not  relate  to  the 
hmsineet  of  a  court  of  criminal  or  civil  judicature,  shall  and  may  be  done  by  the  council  at  9ome 
quarterly  meeting  of  the  council."  The  town  council  of  Bristol,  acting  under  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  124,  and  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  105,  s.  8,  by  an  order  of  council, 
reduced  the  fees  payable  to  the  assessor  and  clerk  of  the  Court: — Held,  that  the  regulation  of 
the  feet  of  the  Court  of  Requests  was  a  matter  relating  to  the  business  of  a  court  of  civil  judi^ 
tuimre,  and  that  the  town  council  had  no  authority  to  interfere  with  it. 
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£xek,  cf  PUa$,  case  was  agreed  to^  under  a  Judge's  order,  for  the  opinion 
^^^     of  this  Coui-t. 

The  city  of  Bristol,  and  county  of  the  same  city,  has  i 
mayor,  alderman,  recorder,  justices  and  town  councillors, 
and  a  Court  of  quarter  sessions,  under  the  statute  5  &  6 
W.  4,  c.  7(>  (the  Municipal  Corporation  Act) ;  and  prior  to 
that  act  it  had  a  mayor,  alderman,  and  recorder,  (who  were 
justices),  and  a  Court  of  quarter  sessions  by  charter. 

Previous  to  the  said  statute  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  by  an  act 
passed  in  the  56th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty 
King  George  3rd,  intituled,  "  An  Act  for  the  more  speedy 
and  easy  recovery  of  small  debts  in  the  city  and  county  of 
the  city  of  Bristol,  and  in  the  liberties  thereof,  and  in  the 
several  parishes  and  places  therein  mentioned,  in  the  coun- 
ties of  Gloucester  and  Somerset,'^  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
common  council  for  the  said  city  of  Bristol  for  the  time 
being  were  empowered  to  appoint  commissioners  for  the 
recovery  of  small  debts  above  40s,,  and  not  amoanting 
to  any  sum  for  which  an  arrest  on  mesne  process  nuy  by 
law  take  place,  within  the  said  city  and  county  of  the  said 
city,  and  the  liberties  thereof,  and  in  the  several  parishes 
therein  mentioned;  and  the  said  commissioners  and  their 
successors  are,  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act,  constituted  a 
court  of  justice,  by  the  name  of  the  Court  of  Requests  for  the 
city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Bristol,  and  the  hberties 
thereof,  and  the  several  parishes  &c. ;  and  the  said  com- 
missioners are  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act  empowered 
and  required  to  meet  and  to  hold  the  said  Court  on  every 
Tuesday  in  the  guildhall  of  the  said  city,  or  any  of  the 
rooms  and  apartments  thereto  adjacent,  or  in  some  other 
convenient  place  within  the  same  city,  to  be  appointed  by 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common  council  for  that  pur- 
pose.     By  the  2nd   section  of  the  act,  the  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  common  council  of  the  said  city  for  the  time 
being,  are  empowered  to  nominate  and  i4)point  a  prac- 
tising barrister-at-law,  who  shall  have  been  called  to  the 
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bar  for  the  space  of  six  years  at  the  leasts  and  who  shall  E*eh.  of  Pieat, 
have  actually  practised  as  a  barrister  for  the  space  of  six 
years  at  the  least,  as  assessor  to  the  said  commissioners, 
and  such  barrister,  or  in  the  case  of  his  absence,  a  like 
barrister  to  be  substituted  by  him  for  each  particular  occa- 
sion, and  to  be  approved  by  the  chairman  of  the  said  com* 
missioners  for  the  time  being,  shall  sit  at  every  court. 

By  the  29th  section  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act,  it  is 
enacted,  ^^that  the  several  fees  therein  and  hereinafter 
limited  and  expressed,  (exclusive  of  stamps),  shall  be  taken 
by  the  said  barrister,  and  by  the  clerk,  seijeant,  and  crier 
of  the  said  court,  for  their  several  and  respective  services, 
in  the  execution  of  the  said  act  for  the  recovery  of  all 
lums  not  amounting  to  j£15,  viz.  [setting  out  a  schedule  of 
fees  for  summonses,  hearings  on  trial,  orders,  decrees,  or 
judgments,  paying  money  into  Court,  references,  attach- 
ments, nonsuits,  &c.]  And  the  said  commissioners  shall, 
and  they  are  by  the  said  last-mentioned  act  required,  to 
hang  up  and  affix,  or  cause  to  be  hung  up  and  affixed,  a 
table  of  all  such  fees  in  some  conspicuous  place  of  the  said 
Court,  or  place  of  meeting  of  the  said  commissioners,  in 
order  that  all  persons  concerned  may  be  enabled  to  peruse 
the  same.'^ 

By  the  30th  section  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act,  it  is 
enacted,  ''that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  city  and  county  of 
Bristol,  at  any  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace,  or  any 
adjournment  thereof  to  be  held  after  some  preccdiug  Court 
of  quarter  sessions,  shall  have  determined  that  it  would  be 
advisable  so  to  do,  to  lessen  orredMce  all  or  any  of  the  fees 
limited  and  allowed  to  be  demanded  as  aforesaid,  and 
afterwards  from  time  to  time,  in  the  same  manner,  to 
advance  all  or  any  of  the  said  fees  so  lessened  or  reduced, 
to  any  sum  not  exceeding  the  several  and  respective  sums 
hereinbefore  mentioned  and  specified.^' 

Soon  after  1^  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  the  ta- 
Ue  of  feet  in  the  same  act,  and  hereinbefore  particularly 
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Ejcch,  of  Pleas,  set  forth^  was  duly  hung  up  and  affixed  in  a  conspicnons 
^  ^     part  of  the  said  Court  or  place  of  meeting,  and  the  fees 

thereby  authorized  to  be  taken  were  in  fact  taken  by  all 
the  different  officers  of  such  Court,  according  to  the 
amounts  in  the  same  act  set  forth,  until  the  making  of 
the  orders  of  council  hereinafter  mentioned. 

By  the  statute  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  105,  s.  8,  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  every  thing  pro\ided  under  any  local  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, to  be  done  exclusively  by  any  particular  or  limited 
number,  class,  or  description  of  the  members  of  any  body 
corporate  named  in  the  schedules  A.  &  B.,  annexed  to  the 
said  act  for  regulating  corporations,  the  continuance  of 
which  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  act, 
and  also  every  thing  provided  in  any  such  local  act  to  be  done 
by  the  justices,  or  by  some  particular  class  or  description 
of  members  of  such  body  corporate,  being  justices  of  some 
Court  at  general  or  quarter  sessions  assembled,  and  which 
does  not  relate  to  the  business  of  a  Court  of  crinUnal  or  on/ 
judicature,  shall  and  may  be  done  by  the  council  at  some 
quarterly  meeting  of  the  council,  or  by  some  committee  of 
the  council,  or  any  three  or  more  of  such  committee,  to 
be  appointed  at  a  quarterly  meeting  of  the  council,  pro- 
vided that  every  thing  herein  authorized  to  be  done  at  a 
quarterly  meeting  of  the  council  may  be  done  at  a  meeting 
of  the  council,  to  be  specially  summoned  for  that  purpose, 
as  soon  as  may  be  after  the  passing  of  this  act :  Provided 
also,  that  no  recorder,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  shall  have 
power  to  allow  or  apportion,  make  or  levy,  or  do  any  act 
whatsoever  with  relation  to  the  allowance,  apportionment, 
making,  or  levying  of  any  rate  whatsoever/' 

The  case  then  stated,that  at  a  quarterly  meeting  of  the 
council  of  the  city  of  Bristol,  held  on  the  2nd  of  Mayi 
1838,  an  order  of  council  was  made,  (a  copy  of  which  was 
set  out),  which,  after  reciting  the  clauses  of  the  several  acts 
of  Parliament  before  mentioned,  concluded  as  follows:— 
"And  whereas  the  council  at  this  quarterly  meeting,  having 
taken  into  consideration  the  fees  payable  to  the  barrister  and 
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clerk  of  the  said  Court,  for  their  several  and  respective  ser-  Exch,  of  puat, 


vices  in  the  execution  of  the  first  recited  act,  do  determine 
that  a  will  be  advisable  to  lessen  and  reduce  such  of  the 
fees  payable  to  the  barrister  and  clerk  of  the  said  Court, 
as  are  set  out  in  the  underwritten  schedule,  agreeably  to 
the  scale  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said  schedule/' 
Then  the  schedule  was  set  out. 

And  at  a  certain  other  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  said 
city,  held  on  the  1st  of  August,  1838,  the  following  order 
of  council  was  made — (setting  out  the  order) — by  which 
the  council  at  that  meeting,  being  the  quarterly  meeting 
next  after  the  said  meeting  of  the  2nd  of  May  last,  having 
taken  into  consideration  their  said  resolution,  did  thereby 
confirm  the  same,  and  did  accordingly  reduce  and  lessen 
such  of  the  fees  to  be  taken  by  the  barrister  and  clerk  erf 
the  said  Court  as  are  set  out  in  the  said  schedule,  &c. 

The  case  then  stated,  that  the  said  Court  of  Requests  had 
been  always,  and  still  was,  regularly  held,  since  the  statute 
56  Greo.  3,  on  every  Tuesday,  at  the  Guildhall  of  the  said 
city.  That  the  plaintiff  is  now,  and  for  some  time  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action  was,  the  barrister  and 
assessor  of  the  said  Court  of  Requests,  having  been  duly 
appointed  thereto  on  the  Gth  day  of  February,  1839,  and 
bath  from  the  time  of  his  said  appointment  performed  the 
duties  of  such  ofiice,  but  hath  never  taken  the  fees  men- 
tioned in  the  reduced  table  directed  bv  the  said  orders  of 
council,  or  in  any  manner  consented  to  or  acquiesced  in 
such  reductions. 

The  defendant,  on  the  9th  day  of  November,  1839,  was 
appointed  by  the  plaintiff,  (so  being  such  barrister  and 
assessor  as  aforesaid),  for  a  pecuniary  consideration,  to 
collect  fees  due  to  the  plaintiff  as  such  barrister  and  assessor 
as  aforesaid,  &om  thenceforth  until  further  order, which  em- 
ployment the  defendant  accepted  accordingly,  and  engaged 
to  collect  the  same  according  to  their  full  legal  amounts  re- 
ipectivelj,  and  in  fact  collected  fees  for  the  plaintiff  on  all 


1840. 


68t  CA8S8   IN   THS    BXCHEQUBB, 

Bxeh.  of  Pieoi,  occasions  Oil  which  fees  became  due  to  him  as  sucli  bar* 
_         .     rister  or  assessor^  before  the  commencement  of  this  action ; 
but  collected  the  same  according  to  the  reduced  ta])le  di- 
rected by  the  said  orders  of  coundl^  and  not  according  to 
the  table  set  forth  in  the  said  act  of  the  56  Geo.  S. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  fees  legally  due  to  the  plaintiff  as  such  barrister  or  as- 
sessor on  the  occasions  aforesaid,  were  according  to  the 
original  table  in  the  said  act  of  the  56  Oeo.  3  set  forth, 
or  according  to  the  reduced  table  directed  by  the  said  or- 
ders of  council. 

The  Atti>m^ 'General,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^It  is  quite 
clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  fees  acording  to 
the  original  table,  unless  they  were  properly  reduced  by 
the  town  council.  And  the  town  council  had  no  power  to 
reduce  them,  unless  they  had  such  power  mnder  the  6  &  7 
W.  4,  c.  105,  8. 8.  That  section  enacts,  that  every  thing 
provided  in  any  local  aict  of  Parliament  to  be  done  by  the 
justices,  or  by  some  particular  class  or  desmption  of  mem- 
bers of  such  body  corporate,  being  justices  at  some  Court  of 
general  or  quarter  sessions  assembled,  and  wMch  da^  not 
relate  to  the  business  of  a  Court  of  criminal  or  cwUju&eS' 
ture,  shall  and  may  be  done  by  the  council.*'  Now,  does 
not  the  regulation  of  these  fees  relate  to  the  business  of  « 
Court  of  civil  judicature,  within  the  meaning  of  that  ex- 
ception ?  It  most  clearly  does.  If  these  are  fees  which 
the  suitors  are  to  pay  for  business  done  in  the  Comt, 
it  is  a  subject  relating  to  the  business  of  the  Court; 
and  it  is  clear  that  it  is  a  Court  of  civil  judicature. 
The  town  council  were,  therefore,  expressly  excluded  from 
acting  in  the  matter,  and  had  no  authority  to  reduce 
them.  If,  however,  it  were  a  casus  omissus,  and  the 
power  which  belonged  to  the  justices  imder  the  56  Geo. 
8,  remained,  the  town  council  would  have  had  no  such 
authority.      But  the  power  which  formerly  belonged  to 
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the  justices  is  now  vested  in  the  recorder,  by  6  &  6  Bxeh.  of  pum^ 
W.  4,  c.  76,  8.  105.  By  that  section  it  is  enacted,  "  that  ^^^* 
the  recorder  of  every  borough  sliall  hold  once  in  every 
quarter  of  a  year,  or  at  such  other  and  more  firequent 
times  as  the  said  recorder  in  his  discretion  may  think  fit, 
or  as  his  Majesty  shall  think  fit  to  direct,  a  Court  of  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace  in  and  for  such  borough,  of  which 
the  recorder  of  such  borough  shall  sit  as  the  sole  judge  : 
and  such  Court  of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  shall  be  a 
Court  of  record,  and  shall  have  cognizance  of  all  crimes, 
offences,  and  matters  whatsoever,  cognizable  by  any  Court 
of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  counties  in  Eng- 
land, and  the  said  recorder  shall  have  power  to  do  all  things 
necessary  for  exercising  suchfurisdiction,  notwithstanding  his 
being  such  sole  Judge,  as  fully  as  any  such  last-mentioned 
Court :"  with  an  exception  as  to  making  and  levying  any 
county  rate,  and  granting  licenses,  &c.  So  that  the  re- 
corder may  do  all  things,  with  that  exception,  that  could 
formerly  be  done  by  a  Court  of  quarter  sessions.  That 
section  has  received  a  construction  in  the  case  of  The  Queen 
V.  77i«  Recorder  of  Hull  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that  the 
recorder,  by  that  section,  had  the  powers  relating  to  in- 
spectors of  weights  and  measures,  given  by  s.  17  of  the 
stat.  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  63,  to  the  magistrates  in  quarter  ses- 
sions assembled.  Then  if  the  recorder  has  jurisdiction  over 
weights  and  measures,  over  which  before  that  act  the  jus- 
tices in  quarter  sessions  had  jurisdiction,  in  like  manner 
the  powers  given  by  the  56  Geo.  3  to  the  justices  in 
quarter  sessions,  are  transferred  to  the  recorder.  But  even 
if  they  be  not,  the  Court  must  be  satisfied  that  the  power 
is  vested  in  the  town  council.  The  words,  "  a  Coiurt  of 
criminal  or  civil  judicature,^'  do  not  apply  solely  to  a  Court 
of  quarter  sessions,  but  extend  to  any  Court  having  civil 
or  criminal  business.     The  Court  of  Bequests  is  a  Court 

(a)  8  Ad.  &  EIL  638  ;  S  Nev.  &  P.  595. 
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Exch.  of  Pleats  of  civil  judicature^   and  the  reception  of  the  fees  for 
^   ^      .     business  done  in  it  relates  to  the  business  of  a  Court  of 
Palmer       civil  judicature,  with  which  the  town  council  are  excluded 
Powell.       from  interfering. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  contra. — The  town  council,  under  this  act 
of  Parliament,  had  authority  to  reduce  the  fees  payable  to 
the  assessor.  The  legislature  intended  to  give  to  the  recorder 
power  over  all  matters  of  a  civil  or  criminal  nature  within 
the  borough,  which  came  before  him  for  decision;  but  to 
refer  all  other  municipal  business  to  the  town  council 
It  is  plain,  that  by  s.  124  of  the  stat.  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76, 
the  town  council  possess  the  power  of  regulating  the  fees 
payable  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  the  clerk  to  the  justices, 
registrar,  and  officers  of  any  Court  of  record  in  any  borough. 
The  words  in  the  8th  section  of  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  105,  «  which 
relate  to  the  business  of  a  Court  of  criminal  or  civil  judi- 
cature,^' refer  to  the  judicial  business  of  the  Court;  but 
the  regulation  of  the  Court  fees  does  not  relate  to  such  bu- 
siness.   Whatever  may  be  done  at  any  Court  of  geuend  or 
quarter  sessions,  which  does  not  relate  to  the  judicial  or 
Court  business  of  a  Court  of  that  nature,  or  to  business  of 
a  criminal  or  civil  nature,  is  to  be  done  by  the  council; 
and  as  the  regulation  of  the  fees  has  no  such  relation,  the 
town  council  had  authority  to  reduce  them.     The  legis- 
lature intended  to  make  a  distinction  between  business 
which  is  and  that  which  is  not  of  a  judicial  nature;  all 
that  involves  the  decision  of  the  Court  the  town  council 
are  excluded  from  interfering  with,  but  none  other. 

The  Attomey^General  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — There  was  a  case  of  Palmer  y* 
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Powell,  argued  by  the  Attomey-General  and  Sir  Frede^  Exch.  of  Phot, 
rick  Pollock,  It  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  what  was 
claimed  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  for  certain  fees^  to  which 
he  was  entitled  under  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  for 
forming  a  Court  of  Requests  at  Bristol.  By  way  of  de- 
fence it  was  contended,  that  by  the  act  of  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  105,  a  power  was  given  to  the  town  council  to 
reduce  the  fees,  and  they  having  in  exercise  of  that  power 
reduced  the  fees,  and  placed  the  reduced  fees  in  a  sche- 
dule, the  defendant  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  only 
entitled  to  recover  according  to  that  reduced  scale.  It 
appears  that  by  the  original  act  the  fees  were  scheduled  at 
certain  fixed  sums,  and  power  was  given  to  the  justices  of 
the  peace  in  quarter  sessions  assembled  to  reduce  the  fees, 
if  they  thought  fit,  by  a  new  table ;  and  they  had  also 
power  given  them  to  advance  the  fees  so  lessened  or  re- 
duced, to  any  sums  not  exceeding  the  original  amounts. 
Now  if  this  reduction  had  taken  place  under  the  autho- 
rity of  that  act  by  the  justices  of  the  peace,  undoubt- 
edly the  plaintiff  must  be  content  with  the  reduced  fees. 
The  question  is,  whether  by  the  last  act  of  Parliament  the 
town  council  were  authorized  to  do  that  which  the  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  were  authorized  to  do  before ;  and  that 
depends  on  the  8th  section  of  the  6  Will.  4,  c.  105,  the 
material  words  of  which  are — "  And  be  it  enacted,  that 
every  thing  provided  under  any  local  act  of  Parliament  to 
be  done  exclusively  by  any  particular  or  limited  numbers, 
class,  or  description  of  the  members  of  any  body  corporate 
named  in  the  schedules  annexed  to  the  said  act  for  regu- 
lating corporations,  the  continuance  of  which  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  every  thing  pro- 
vided in  such  local  act  to  be  done  by  the  justices,  or  by 
some  particular  class  or  description  of  members,  or  of  such 
body  corporate  being  justices,  at  some  Court  of  general  or 
quarter  sessions  assembled,  and  which  does  not  relate  to 
VOL.  Vf .  u  u  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  PUoi,  the  business  of  a  Court  of  criminal  or  civil  judicature,  shall 

and  may  be  done  by  the  council  at  some  quarterly  meeting 
of  the  council/'    The  coimdl  have  reduced  these  fees  at  a 
quarterly  meeting,  and  the  question  is,  whether  under 
these  words  they  have  a  right  to  do  so.     After  some  ccmsi- 
deration,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  reduction  of  fees  of 
the  Court  of  Bequests  is  a  matter  which  relates  to  the  bu- 
siness of  a  Court  of  civil  judicature,  and  that  this  dame 
excludes  from  the  council  the  power  of  interfering  in  aoj 
such  case.    It  is  impossible  to  say  that  this  Court  of 
Bequests  does  not  fall  within  the  description  of  a  ^  Court 
of  civil  judicature  /'  and  there  is  nothing  to  limit  the 
words,  as  was  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, to  that  which  is  strictly  the  judicial  business  of  such 
Court.    We  therefore  think  the  plaintiff  is  entided  to 
judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  phiatiS. 


Where  a  writ 
of  summons 
was  by  mistake 
dated  the  4th 
of  April,  the 
praecipe  being 
dated  the  4th 
of  May : — 
Held,  that  a 
Judge  had 
power  to  order 
an  amendment 
of  the  writ,  so 
as  to  make  it 
correspond 
with  the  prae- 
cipe. 


Kirk  r.  Bolbt. 

IVLaBTIN  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  whj  an 
order  of  Gumey,  B.,  allowing  the  writ  of  summons  in  this 
cause  to  be  amended,  should  not  be  rescinded.  It  vf- 
peared  that  the  praecipe  for  the  writ  was  dated  the  4th  of 
May,  but  the  writ  issued  upon  it  was  by  mistake  dated 
the  4th  of  April.  A  summons  was  taken  out,  calliiig 
upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  learned  Judge 
should  not  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  writ  of  summons,  bf 
substituting  the  word  "  May'^  for  "April,"  so  as  to  make 
it  correspond  with  the  praecipe ;  and  the  learned  Judg^ 
after  hearing  the  parties  on  both  sides,  ordered  the  amend- 
ment to  be  made.     Against  the  above  rule 
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Hun^rey  now  shewed  cause. — ^There  is  no  reason  why  the  BxcK  rf  PUm, 
learned  Baron  should  not  have  power  to  make  such  an  order  '  ^ 

as  this.  The  rule  of  Michaelmas  Term,  3  Will.  4,  s.  10,  ex-  K«>t 
fHressly  says,  that  where  the  plaintiff  shall  omit  to  insert  in  Dolbt. 
any  writ  at  copy  thereof  any  of  the  matters  required  to  be 
inserted  therein,  such  writ,  &c.,  shall  not  be  void,  but  may 
be  set  aside  as  irregular,  upon  application  to  the  Court  out 
of  which  the  same  shall  issue,  or  to  any  Judge.  K  an 
application  had  been  made  to  set  asida  the  writ  for  irregu- 
larity, the  Court  would  have  allowed  an  amendment  on 
payment  of  costs.  The  writ  itself  is  not  void,  and  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  a  Judge  should  not  have  power  to  set 
it  right  by  ordering  an  amendment.  IParke,  B. — ^Af- 
ter the  passing  of  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  the 
Judges  determined  not  to  allow  any  amendment  except  in 
cases  where,  if  the  amendment  were  not  allowed,  the  Sta* 
tute  of  Limitations  would  be  a  bar  to  any  new  pro- 
cess, and  so  occasion  a  failure  of  justice.]  It  was  on 
that  ground,  that  in  Lakin  v.  Watson  (a),  the  Court 
allowed  a  writ  of  summons  to  be  amended  by  inserting  the 
name  of  a  co-executrix  as  a  co-plaintiff.  In  Siboni  v.  Kirk- 
man  (&),  it  was  held  that  the  omission  of  a  similiter  was 
amendable  under  the  Statute  of  Amendments,  28  Hen.  8, 
c.  12j  8. 2,  as  misprision  of  the  clerk,  even  after  final  judg- 
ment, and  after  a  writ  of  error  had  been  brought,  and 
omission  assigned  for  ^ror. 

Martinf  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  Partridge  v. 
WaUbank  {cj,  Hodgkinson  v.  Hodgkinson  {d),  Lakin  v.  Wat- 
son {e),  and  Byfield  v.  Street  (/).      [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  686.  (f)  As  reported  in  4  Tyrw.  839, 

{h)  3  M.  &  W.  46.  where  the  rule  is  laid  down  gene- 

(e)  I  M.  &  W.  316.  nJly,  without  any  qualification. 

(<0  1  Ad.  &  £IL  633 ;  3  Ner.  &  (/)  10  Bing.  227;  3  M.  &  Scott, 

U.  564.  407. 

UU  2 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  This  being  the  first  case  in  which  the  question  has  arisen 

as  to  the  propriety  of  an  amendment,  where  the  praecipe 
is  right  and  the  writ  wrong,  we  wish  to  consult  the  other 
Judges,  in  order  that  the  practice  may  be  uniform.  Parke, 
B. — It  seems  very  hard  that  we  should  be  more  strict  in 
this  stage  of  the  cause,  while  the  proceedings  are  in  paper, 
than  after  the  proceedings  are  on  the  record,  when,  by 
the  Statutes  of  Amendment,  they  may  be  amended  at  any 
period.] 

Cur.  ad.  vnlt. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — In  this  case  there  was  a  variance  between 
the  writ  of  summons  and  the  praecipe ;  the  former  being 
dated  the  4th  of  April,  and  the  jnrsecipe  the  4th  of  Maj. 
My  Brother  Gwmey^  on  application,  had  allowed  an  amend- 
ment to  be  made,  so  as  to  make  the  month  in  the  writ 
correspond  with  the  praecipe,  which  was  correct.  On  a 
motion  to  rescind  the  above  order,  it  was  said  in  argoment, 
that  the  Courts  had  come  to  the  conclusion  not  to  allow 
amendments  in  cases  of  this  kind,  and  that  the  onlj 
exception  to  that  rule  was  in  cases  where,  unless  the 
amendment  were  made,  the  plaintiff  would  be  without 
remedy,  in  consequence  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ope- 
rating as  a  bar  to  a  fresh  action ;  but  that  the  general  role 
was,  that  no  amendment  was  to  be  made.  We  were  dis- 
posed to  think  that  this  amendment  might  be  made  imder 
the  Statutes  of  Amendment,  on  the  ground x>f  its  beings 
misprision  of  the  clerk.  We  wished,  however,  to  come  to 
a  uniformity  of  decision  on  the  point,  and  have  therefore 
consulted  the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench  and 
Common  Fleas ;  and  the  result  is,  that  we  think  this  ex- 
ception also  may  be  introduced,  that  an  amendment  msf 
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be  made  by  which  a  writ  of  summons  is  made  to  corre-  Bzch.  of  PUat, 

1840 

spond  with  the  praecipe.     The  order  of  my  Brother  Gnr-  '   ^ 

ney  must  therefore  be  sustained,  and  the  rule  be  dis-  K'Rit 

charged.  Dolby. 

Rule  discharged. 


Spry,  Clerk,  t?.  Emperor. 

XhIS  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  to  Before  the  pasa- 

which  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit,   and  issue  gi^ceo.  3,'c.  * 

being  joined  thereon,  the  parties  agreed,  under  a  Judge's  J^nJ*^**"^"?*" 

order,  to  submit  the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  of  the  parish  of 

St.  Marylebone, 
Court.  (which  was  a 

The  plaintiff,  the  Rev.  Dr.  Spry,  was,  in  the  month  of  himsdf  o?his  ^ 

August,  1825,  duly  presented,   instituted,  and  inducted  f"/^g*^j\Jg'^'m 

rector  of  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in  the  county  of  on  aii  burials  in 

Middlesex,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  still  is  received  the 

rector  thereof,  and  minister  of  the  new  church  of  that  the^con/w'part 

parish,  mentioned  in  the  acts  of  Parliament  hereinafter  ^[  ^^.^  profits  of 

*  ^     ^  the  living.     By 

referred  to.    Several  acts  of  Parliament  for  the  building  of  that  act,  the 

churches  and  chapels  in  that  parish,  and  for  the  creation  parish  were  em- 
powered to  pro- 
vide an  additional  cemetery  for  the  parish,  and  erect  a  chapel  thereon;  and  by  sect  41, 
the  lay  rector  was  empowered  to  appoint  a  burying  minister^  to  officiate  in  burying  the  dead  in 
the  said  cemetery ;  a  reader  to  perform  divine  service,  and  preach  in  the  chapel,  and  (if  it 
diould  seem  right  to  the  vestry)  another  minister  to  be  preacher  in  the  chapel ;  such  reader  and 
preacher  to  receive  for  their  salaries  such  sums  as  the  vestry  should  appoint.  By  sect.  89,  no- 
thing therein  contained  was  to  lessen  or  alter  the  title  of  the  lay  rector,  or  the  person  for  the 
time  being  entitled  to  the  rectory  and  advowson,  to  the  ecclesiastical  dues,  oblations,  and  obven- 
tions  belonging  thereto.  By  a  subsequent  act,  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  21,  (for  effectuating  the  building 
of  four  district  churches  within  the  parish),  it  was  enacted  that  the  parish  should  remain  and  be 
one  entire  and  undivided  parish  for  all  ecclesiastical  and  civil  purposes:  and  the  plaintiff  waa 
•ohsequently  appointed  rector  of  the  parish.  By  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  124,  (whereby  the  four  dis- 
trict* were  made  district  rectories  for  certain  purposes),  the  district  rectors  were  empowered 
(sect  6)  to  solemnize  marriages  and  baptisms,  and  take  all  fees  for  the  same ;  but  (by  sect.  9) 
nothing  therein  contained  was  to  alter  or  affect  the  law  respecting  burials  or  burial  fees  within 
the  parish. 

In  JS24,  W.  was  presented  by  the  Crown  (in  whose  hands  the  lay  rectory  then  was)  to  the 
chapel  built  under  the  provisions  of  the  51  Geo.  3,  c.  151,  and  thenceforth  performed  all  the  bu- 
rials there,  and  received  the  burial  fees,  which  he  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff,  the  rector,  until  the 
year  1S39;  when  the  defendant,  by  direction  of  the  vestry,  received  and  retained  them: — Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  such  fees,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received. 
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Sxek.  of  Pleas,  of  a  select  vestry  therein^  have  been  paaaed,  and  npon  the 

construction  of  tlie  acts  hereinafter  mentioned  the  present 
question  arises. 

By  the  85  Geo.  3^  c.  78,  the  vestrymen  are  appointed. 

By  the  stat.  51  Geo.  3^  c.  151^  intituled  ''  An  act  to  en- 
able the  vestrymen  of  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex^  to  build  a  new  parish  chureh 
and  two  or  more  chapels^  and  for  other  purposes  relating 
thereto/'  after  reciting  the  statutes  10  G«o.  3,  c.  112^  and 
12  G«o.  3^  c.  40^  and  reciting  the  statute  46  Greo.  3,  c.  124, 
intituled  ^'  An  Act  to  enable  the  vestrymen  oi  the  pariah  <tf 
St.  Marylebone,  in  the  ooimty  of  Middlesex,  to  proTide  an 
additional  cemetery  or  burial-groimd  for  the  said  pariah, 
and  to  erect  a  chapel  thereiD,  and  also  other  buildinga  and 
conveniences  for  the  residence  of  a  clergyman,  derk,  and 
sexton,  and  for  other  purposes  relating  thereto  ;*'  and  re- 
citing, that  the  said  vestrymen  had,  in  execution  of  tke 
said  last  recited  act,  purchased  a  piece  oi  ground,  and  in- 
closed the  same,  to  be  appropriated  fiir  an  additional  ceme- 
tery or  burial-ground  for  the  said  parish,  and  erected  a 
chapel  therein,  but  that  the  said  piece  of  ground  had  not 
been  built  upon,  or  a  residence  provided  for  a  clergyman, 
clcrk^  or  sexton,  pursuant  to  the  powera  and  profiaioni 
contained  in  the  said  recited  acts,  or  any  of  them :  and  re- 
citing, that  it  was  expedient  to  repeal  and  consolidate  the 
recited  acts :  it  was  enacted,  by  sect.  1,  that  the  said  re- 
cited acts  be  repealed :  and  by  sect.  2,  it  is  enacted^  thit 
the  vestry  appointed  by  virtue  of  the  statute  35  Geo.  3, 
c.  73,   be    empowered    to   carry  that   present  act  into 
operation. 

By  sect.  26,  the  said  vestrymen  are  empowered  to 
build  a  new  parish  churchy  and  also  two  or  more  chapeb, 
on  the  ground  to  be  purchased  by  virtue  oi  that  act 

By  sect.  29,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  said  piece  of  groond 
so  purchased  by  the  said  vestrymen,  in  pursuance  of  the 
46  Geo.  3,  c.  124,  shaU  be  vested  in  the  vestrymen,  sab- 
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ject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  the  51  Geo.  3,  Exeh.  of  PUa$t 
c.  151.  1840- 

By  sect.  81,  the  yestiymen  are  empowered  to  build  a 
chapel  on  the  said  piece  of  ground  so  purchased  as  afore- 
said  for  a  burial-ground  for  the  said  jmrish,  and  also  to 
build  a  house  thereon  for  the  residence  of  the  minister  to 
be  appointed  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  for  the  burying  of 
the  dead  in  the  said  cemetery  or  burial-ground,  and  an- 
other house  for  the  use  of  the  clerk  or  sexton. 

By  sect.  35,  Dr.  Heslop  was  declared  to  be  the  minister 
of  the  said  new  church,  and  that  the  Duke  of  Portland 
(then  the  patron  ot  that  living),  or  the  perscm  or  persons 
for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  rectory  of  the  said 
parish,  and  to  the  advowson  of  the  church  of  the  said 
parish,  and  having  the  right  of  nominating  and  appointing 
a  minister  or  ministers  to  the  said  old  churchy  should  and 
might,  upon  every  vacancy,  appoint  a  fit  person  to  be 
mimster  of  the  said  new  church,  which  person  and  per- 
sons, and  his  and  their  successors  so  to  be  nominated 
and  appointed,  should   after  such  nomination   and  ap- 
pointment be  ministers  successively  of  such  new  church, 
and  should  have  and  enjoy  such  oblations,  mortuaries, 
Easter  offerings,  glebes,  tithes,  profits,  commodities,  and 
other  ecclesiastical  dues  and  duties  arising  within  the  said 
parish,  as  the  present  minister  ought  to  have  and  enjoy, 
or  as  any  of  his  predecessors  (ministers  of  the  said  parish) 
ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed. 

By  sect.  41,  it  was  enacted,  that  when  the  said  piece  of 
ground  so  purchased  by  the  said  vestrymen  for  a  cemetery 
or  bunal-ground  for  the  said  parish,  or  for  erecting  a 
chapel  theareon,  should  be  consecrated  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
Duke  of  Portland,  or  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time 
being  entitled  as  aforesaid,  should  from  time  to  time  no- 
minate and  appoint  a  minister  of  the  Church  of  England, 
to  officiate  for  life  or  during  pleasure,  in  burying  the  dead 
in  the  said  intended  cemetery  or  burial-ground,  and  vaults 
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Exeh.  of  Pieast  underneath  the  same;  and  also,  that  when  the  said  chiq>el 

to  be  erected  on  the  said  piece  of  ground  should  be 
finished  and  completed^  and  consecrated^  the  said  Duke 
of  Portland^  or  the  person  or  persons  so  entitled  as  afore- 
said^ should  appoint  a  reader  to  perform  divine  service  and 
preach  in  the  said  chapel;  and  the  said  Duke  of  Portland, 
and  the  person  or  persons  so  entitled  as  aforesaid^  wbs 
thereby  empowered,  in  case  it  should  seem  right  to  the 
vestrymen,  to  appoint  another  minister  to  be  preacher  in 
the  said  chapel ;  and  he  was  thereby  empowered  to  appoint 
a  clerk  and  sexton,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of 
the  said  vestrymen ;  and  it  was  thereby  further  enacted, 
that  the  said  reader,  preacher,  clerk,  and  sexton  should 
have  and  receive,  for  their  respective  salaries,  such  ram 
and  sums  of  money  yearly  as  the  said  vestrymen  should 
think  fit  to  appoint  and  direct. 

By  sect.  45,  the  duties  of  the  mimsters  of  the  other 
chapels  to  be  built  are  declared,  and  they  are  thereby  di- 
rected to  perform  all  the  duties  of  a  minister  of  the  Church 
of  England,  except  the  solemnization  of  matrimony,  and 
the  publication  of  banns. 

By  sect.  46,  every  such  last-mentioned  minister  is  to 
receive  such  salary  as  the  said  vestrymen  shall  think  fit  to 
appoint  and  direct. 

By  sect.  49,  the  said  vestrymen  are  empowered  to  settle 
and  fix  the  rates  and  fees  for  burial  of  the  dead  in  the 
vaults  of  the  said  intended  new  church,  and  of  all  and 
every  the  chapels  to  be  erected  and  built  in  pursuance  of 
that  act,  and  in  the  said  intended  cemetery  or  burial- 
ground,  and  in  the  vaults  under  the  same ;  and  to  make 
rules,  orders,  and  regulations  relative  to  the  burials,  and 
for  keeping  the  said  new  church,  chapels,  and  vaults,  and 
the  vaults  of  the  said  cemetery  or  burial-ground,  in  good 
and  sufiicient  repair,  and  from  time  to  time  to  alter  and 
amend  such  rates  and  fees ;  and  to  make  such  other  rules, 
orders,  and  regulations  in  and  concerning  the  premises,  ss 
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to  the  said  vestrymen  should  seem  reasonable,  necessary.  ^«*-  »/  P^^t 
and  convement. 

By  sect.  50^  it  is  provided^  that  nothing  in  that  act  con« 
tained  should  enable  the  said  vestrymen  to  reduce  the 
rates  or  fees  to  be  payable  upon  every  burial  in  the  vaults 
of  the  said  new  church  and  chapels^  and  in  the  said  in« 
tended  cemetery  or  burial-ground^  or  in  the  vaults  under 
the  same,  to  less  sums  than  were  then  payable^  according 
to  the  classes  or  divisions  of  the  said  vaults^  cemetery^  or 
burial-ground^  for  burials  in  the  present  cemeteries  of  the 
said  parish ;  but  the  same  should  be  due  and  payable  to^ 
and  might  be  demanded  and  taken  by^  the  person  or  per- 
sons entitled  thereto^  anything  therein  contained  to  the 
contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding. 

By  sect.  62,  the  vestry  are  empowered  to  let  the  pews 
in  the  said  intended  new  church  and  chapels,  save  and 
except  pews  to  be  appropriated  to  the  poor,  and  to  receive 
the  pew-rents. 

By  sect.  61,  the  said  vestrymen  are  empowered  to  make 
rates  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  not  to  exceed  in  the 
whole  the  sum  of  fourpence  in  the  pound  on  the  yearly 
rent  or  value  of  all  lands,  houses,  &c.,  in  the  said  parish. 

By  sect.  72,  the  said  vestry  are  empowered  to  raise 
money  for  the  purposes  of  that  act  by  granting  annui- 
ties. 

By  sect.  78,  it  is  enacted,  that  aU  monies  arising  from 
such  fees,  rents,  rates,  or  assessments,  and  all  money  that 
might  be  borrowed  by  the  said  vestrymen  by  the  virtue  of 
that  act,  should  be  appUed  towards  carrying  the  several 
purposes  of  that  act  into  execution. 

By  sect.  89,  it  is  provided,  that  nothing  therein  con- 
tained shall  operate  to  lessen  or  alter  the  right  or  title 
of  the  Duke  of  Portland,  or  the  person  or  persons  for 
the  time  being  entitled  to  the  said  rectory  and  advowson, 
to  the  ecclesiastical  dues,  oblations,  and  obventions  be- 
longing thereto. 


644  CASKS  IN   THB   EXCHEQUSBj 

Etch,  of  Pleat f      A  statute  (1  &  2  Cieo.  4j  c.  21)  was  passed  to  enable  the 

vestrymen  of  the  said  parish  to  efifcetuate  the  building  of 
four  district  churches  in  the  said  parish,  and  for  other  par- 
poses  relating  thereto;  and  it  was  thereby  enacted,  (sect.]), 
that  the  said  parish  should  remain  and  be  one  entire  and 
undivided  parish,  for  all  ecclesiastical,  civil,  and  othar  pur- 
poses, save  as  therein  mentioned. 

By  the  stat.  6  G«o.  4,  c«  124|  intituled  ''  An  Act  {(a 
making  the  four  districts  in  the  parish  of  St.  MarylebQDe, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  district  rectories  for  certam 
purposes,^'  it  is  enacted,  (sect.  6),  that  after  the  time  therein 
mentioned,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  minister  of  the  said 
district  rectories  to  publish  all  banns  and  solemnixe  all 
marriages,  and  administer  baptisms,  in  the  churches  of  the 
said  respective  districts,  and  to  perform  all  other  parochial 
functions  of  a  minister,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  incom- 
bent,  minister,  or  rector  of  St.  Marylebone  is  now  by  hi 
empowered  to  do,  and  also  to  take  all  fees  for  the  same 
respectively,  save  and  except  as  thereinafter  mentioned. 

And  by  sect.  9  of  the  last- mentioned  act,  it  is  enacted, 
that  nothing  in  that  act  contained  shall  be  deemed,  taken, 
or  construed  to  alter  or  in  any  way  affect  the  law  respect- 
ing burials  to  be  performed  within  the  parish  of  St.  Mary- 
lebone, and  the  burial  fees  thereof,  as  settled  and  declared 
by  the  aforesaid  act,  or  by  any  other  act  or  law  now  in 
force  concerning  the  same. 

On  the  piece  of  ground  stated  to  have  been  purchased 
for  a  burial-ground  in  the  preamble  of  the  said  statute  of 
51  Geo.  3,  the  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish  bmilt  a  chapd 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  and  the  rest  of  the 
said  ground  was  converted  into  a  cemetery  or  burial-ground, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  and  that  ground  iras 
duly  consecrated  as  a  burial-ground  in  the  month  of  Maj, 
1814.  The  chapel  is  named  '^  St.  John's  Chapel,  Marrle- 
bone:"  the  cemetery  is  called  "The  Burial-ground  of  St 
John's  Chapel/'     Before  the  passing  of  the  said  act  of  the 
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61  Qeo.  9,  c.  151^  the  incmnbent  for  the  time  being  of  the  Exeh.  rf  pieas^ 

1840. 


parish,  by  himself  or  his  curates,  performed  the  duty 
upon  all  burials  which  took  place  in  the  said  parish,  and 
feoeived  the  surplice  fees  for  such  burials  for  his  use,  and 
mcli  fees  formed  part  of  the  profits  of  that  liying. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  the  vestrymen  seU 
led  the  amount  to  be  received  as  surplice  fees  for  the 
>iiTial  of  the  dead  in  the  vaults  of  the  parish  church  and 
nhapels,  and  in  the  said  cemetery  or  burial-ground,  and 
;ke  surplice  fees  paid  for  burials  in  the  said  ground  called 
;he  *'  Burial-ground  of  St.  John's  ChapeP'  have  been  re- 
eved by  the  plaintiff  and  his  predecessor,  minister  of  the 
parish,  regularly  since  the  consecration  of  the  said  ground, 
irithout  any  claim  or  objection  on  the  part  of  the  said 
vestrymen  until  the  1st  of  August,  1839,  when  the  defend- 
•nt,  by  the  direction  of  the  vestrymen  and  on  their  be- 
iialf,  in  defiance  of  notice  not  to  do  so  from  the  plaintiff, 
received  the  surplice  fees  for  burials  of  the  dead  in  the  said 
bofying-ground. 

In  the  year  1824^  his  late  majesty  King  George  the 
Fourth,  who  was  then  entitled  to  the  rectory  of  the  said 
parish,  and  to  the  advowson  of  the  church  of  the  said 
parish,  having  derived  title  thereto  by  conveyance  from 
the  Duke  of  Portland,  (who  at  the  time  of  passing  of  the 
above-mentioned  statute,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  41st 
section,  was  then  entitled  to  the  rectory  and  advowson), 
duly  nominated  and  appointed  the  Rev.  Thomas  Wharton, 
by  letters  patent,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

**  George  the  Fourth,  by  the  Grace  of  God,  &c.  &c.  By 
virtue  of  these  presents.  We  do  nominate  our  trusty  and 
weU>bek)ved  Thomas  Wharton  clerk  to  St.  John's  Wood 
Chapel,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  and  in  your  diocese,  the  same  being  now  void 
by  the  death  of  the  Rev.  Gilbert  Parke,  and  in  our  gift,  in 
foil  right,  commanding  and  requiring  you,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  you,  to  admit  the  said  Thomas  Wharton  to  St. 
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Exch.  of  PUaty  John's  Wood  Chapel  aforesaid^  and  to  institute  him  in  tlie 
2fl^L/     same,  with  all  its  rights,  members^   and  appurtenances 
whatsoever  thereto  belonging,  and  you  do  expedite  and 
perform  with  favour  and  effect  all  other  things  which  be- 
long to  your  pastoral  office  in  this  behalf.   In  witness''  &c. 
And  afterwards,  in  the  month  of  February,  1825,  the 
Bishop  of  London,  within  whose  diocese  the  said  chapel 
and  burial-ground  then  were  and  are,  duly  licensed  the 
said  Thomas  Wharton,  upon  the  said  nomination,  by  an 
instrument  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: — ^'^Nomi- 
nated to  us  by  His  Majesty  Greorge  the  Fourth,  Patron 
thereof,  in  full  right,  in  preaching  the  word  of  Grod,  and 
in  reading  the  Common  Prayer,  and  performing  all  other 
ecclesiastical  duties  belonging  to  the  said  office,  according 
to  the  form  prescribed  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer; 
We  do,  by  these  presents,  authorize  you  to  receive  and 
enjoy  all  and  singular  the  stipend,  profit^  and  advantage 
belonging  to  the  said  chapel."    And  the   said  Thomas 
Wharton  hath  from  that  time  to  the  present  read,  and 
preached,  and  performed  divine  service  in  the  said  chapel, 
and  officiated  and  performed  the  burial  service  at  all  the 
burials  which  have  taken  place  in  the  said  cemetery  or 
burial-ground,  since  his  said  nomination  and  appointment, 
and  since  he  was  so  licensed  as  aforesaid;  and  the  said 
plaintiff  did  not  at  any  time,  by  himself  or  his  curates,  in 
any  way  officiate  at  such  burials,  or  any  of  them,  or  per- 
form, or  assist  in  performing,  the  burial  service  at  any  of 
such  burials. 

The  said  surplice  fees,  so  received  by  the  defendant, 
amount  to  £125,  which  were  demanded  by  the  plaintiff 
from  the  defendant  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  or 
not  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  the 
amount  of  the  surplice  fees  in  question :  if  so,  a  judgment 
by  confession  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  JE125 
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damages:  if  not,  the  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  de-  E*eh,  of  PUaa, 
fendant. 


Kelly y  for  the  plaintiff. — The  question  is,  whether  under 
the  circumstances  disclosed  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff,  as 
the  rector  of  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  is  entitled  to 
the  burial  fees  received  at  the  chapel  built  under  the  stat. 
51  Greo.  8,  c.  151.     It  is  found  in  the  case,  that  ever  since 
the  year  1814,  when  this  burial-ground  was  formed,  the 
rector  has  received  the  fees,  without  any  impeachment  of  his 
title  to  them  until  the  last  year,  when  the  vestry  have 
for  the  first  time  controverted  it.     By  the  41st  section  of 
the  act,  the  preacher  nominated  to  the  chapel  is  to  have 
such  salary  as  the  vestrymen  shall  think  fit  to  direct :  but 
there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  give  him  the  burial  fees,  or 
to  impair  the  right  of  the  rector  thereto.     It  may  perhaps 
be  argued  that  section  49  includes  the  fees  in  question. 
That  section  empowers  the  vestry  to  settle  and  fix  the  rates 
and  fees  for  burial  of  the  dead  in  the  vaults  of  the  new 
church  and  chapel  to  be  built  in  pursuance  of  that  act, 
and  in  the  intended  cemetery,  and  the  vaults  under  the 
same.     But  that  applies  only  to  the  fees  to  be  taken  in  re- 
spect of  the  burial-place  itself,  not  to  the  surplice  fees  to  be 
taken  by  the  minister.    That  is  clear  from  sect.  50,  whereby 
the  vestry  are  precluded  from  reducing  such  rates  and  fees 
below  the  sums  then  payable,  according  to  the  classes  of  the 
vaults  &c.,  in  the  existing  cemeteries  of  the  parish.  Where 
the  legislature  intended  to  take  away  any  of  the  emolu- 
ments of  the  rector,  they  have  done  so  by  express  words ; 
as  in  the  stat.  6  Qeo.  4,  c.  124,  s.  6.  And  the  9th  section  of 
that  act  expressly  provides,  that  nothing  in  the  act  con- 
tained shall  be  construed  to  alter  or  affect  the  existing  law 
respecting  burials  and  burial  fees  within  the  parish.     Nor 
does  it  appear  upon  the  case  that  the  burial  fees  are  claimed 
by  the  district  rector,  or  by  any  other  person  than  the 
plaintiff.    In  Gibson's  Codex,  p.  542,  it  is  stated  as  esta- 
bUshed  law,  that  a  fee  for  burial  belongs  to  the  minister 
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EMch.  of  Pteatt  of  the  parish  in  which  the  deceased  heard  divine  aenrice 
2^'  ^  and  received  sacraments^  notwithstanding  the  estabhsh- 
ment  of  a  chapel  of  ease  within  the  parish :  and  reference 
is  made  to  the  case  of  Topsal  v.  Ferrers  {a),  as  having  recog- 
nised that  right.  There  is  no  legal  anthorily  for  the  poii- 
tion^  that  where  there  is  a  chapel  of  ease  within  a  paridi, 
to  which  a  minister  is  appointed^  who  performs  the  eccle- 
siastical offices,  he  can  be  entitled  to  any  of  the  fees  doe 
to  the  rector,  except  by  contract  with  the  rector,  or  by  act 
of  Parliament ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  these  acts  of  Eur- 
liament  to  give  snch  a  tide. 

Hill,  for  the  defendant.-^It  is  material  to  oonsidcr  the 
state  of  this  parish  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  tlie 
51  Oreo.  S,  c.  151.  It  was  a  lay  rectoiy,  and  there  was  no 
vicar  or  perpetual  curate ;  but  only  a  mmUter,  remoraUe 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  rector.  Then  the  4l8t  section  givei 
the  patron  for  the  time  being  the  right  of  ^^ff^^***t^»g  a 
minister  to  officiate  in  burying  the  dead  in  the  iutended 
burial-ground;  a  reader  to  perform  divine  service  and 
preach  in  the  chapel  to  be  built  thereon;  and,  if  it  should 
seem  right  to  the  vestry,  another  minister  to  be  preadner 
in  the  chapel.  No  salary  is  thereby  provided  for  the  mio* 
ister  to  be  appointed  for  burying  the  dead ;  but  the  reader 
and  preacher  are  to  receive  such  salaries  as  the  vestry  shall 
appoint.  And  the  only  reason  for  this  distinction  appean 
to  be,  that  there  are  no  fees  necessarily  incident  to  read- 
ing and  preaching,  whereas  the  fees  incident  to  the  buif- 
ing  of  the  dead  might  be  considered  a  sufficient  remxiiie- 
ration  for  the  performance  of  that  office.  How  othenrise 
could  he  be  remunerated  before  the  chapel  was  built,  and 
therefore  before  he  could  receive  any  salary  as  reader  or 
preacher?  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  rates  and  to 
mentioned  in  section  49  are  the  burial  fees  payable  to  the 

{a)  Hob.  475. 
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churchwardens  for  interment :   that  sufficiently  appears  ^«*«  rf  P^^as, 
from  section  71,  which  gives  the  vestry  a  power  of  borrow-  - 

ing  moaiey  on  the  biirial  fees.  It  is  said,  however,  that  a  Spry 
rector  is  entitled  by  law  to  aQ  ecclesiastical  fees  accruing  Emperor. 
within  the  parish,  K  so,  we  are  to  see,  first,  what  fees  do 
accme  here,  and  secondly,  whether  they  belong  to  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  not  made  rector  imtil  after  the  stat. 
1  &  2  Oeo.  4t,  and  then  only  sab  modo.  Now  it  is  laid 
down  in  all  the  books,  that  at  common  law  no  fee  is  de- 
mandable  for  burial  of  the  dead,  except  by  custom;  and 
no  custom  is  found  or  suggested  in  this  case.  Andrews  v. 
Cawthom{a).  Bishop  Gibson  himself,  in  the  place  referred 
to,  says  that,  ''as  to  the  incumbent  for  burying,  the  foun- 
dation of  the  fee  was  voluntary,  and  the  obligation  or 
necessity  of  paying  arises  from  custom/'  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — K  this  were  a  special  verdict,  you  would  be  right 
in  saying  that  no  custom,  strictly  so  called,  is  found ;  but 
this  is  a  special  case,  where  the  question  between  the  par- 
ties is,  not  whether  the  fee  is  due  by  law  or  custom,  but 
whether  the  fees  which  have  been  received  shall  be  paid  to 
the  one  party  or  the  other.]  Until  the  stat.  1  &  2  Greo.  4, 
c.  124,  the  incumbent  was  a  person  who  could  not  have 
those  fees  attached  to  him  by  custom,  being  only  a  minis- 
ter removable  at  pleasure;  and  the  statement  in  the  case 
is  no  more  than  this,  that  such  minister  has  always  per- 
formed  the  service,  and  received  the  fee.  But  even  sup- 
posing a  legal  custom,  before  these  acts  of  Parliament,  to 
pay  a  burial  fee,  it  was  only  payable  in  law  pro  operd,  et 
laborCj  to  the  party  performing  the  duty.  Burdeauxv. 
Dr.  Lancaster  (b).  There  is  nothing  found  in  the  case 
upon  which  the  plaintiff  can  say  the  fee  is  payable  to  him, 
whoever  shall  perform  the  duty ;  nor  is  the  minister  who 
does  perform  it  appointed  by  him.  According  to  the  doc- 
trine contended  for  on  the  other  side,  the  rector  of  the 

(a)  Wmet,  536.  (h)  Salk.  332;  12  Mod.  171. 
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Sxeh.  of  Pleat,  parish  ought  to  receive  the  fees  on  marriages  celebrated  be- 
*        fore  the  registrar^  and  on  the  bnrial  of  Jews  and  dissenters 
in  their  own  burial-gronnds.    The  right  and  the  duty  miut 
be  correlative ;  but  here  the  duty  is  imposed  by  the  act 
upon  the  minister  appointed  thereby,  and  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  an  intruder  in  performing  it.    The  minis- 
ter is  in  no  respect  an  agent  of  the  rector,  nor  is  this  s 
chapel  existing  by  his  license  or  authority,  but  created  bj 
act  of  Parliament,  which  defines  the  minister's  duties. 
The  mere  circumstance  of  the  vestry^s  having  received  the 
money  does  not  alter  the  situation  of  the  parties ;  Boy  ten, 
Dodsworth  (a) ;  it  remains  in  the  defendants  hands  for 
the  use  of  the  party  entitled  to  it,  and  if  Mr.  Wharton  be 
entitled,  he  may  sue  the  defendant  at  any  time  within  six 
years. 

KeUy,  in  reply. — ^Mr.  Wharton  sets  up  no  claim,  ind 
can  have  no  interest ;  he  receives  a  salary  under  the  sta- 
tute. Then,  as  to  the  other  points.  It  is  said  the  rector 
has  no  right  except  by  custom.  This  is  not  a  special  ver- 
dict, and  if  there  were  any  doubt  on  the  case  whether 
it  stated  a  customary  payment  to  the  incumbent  for  the 
time  being,  that  would  be  a  fit  ground  for  an  amendment 
It  must  be  taken,  however,  upon  the  statement  in  the 
case,  that  he  has  always  received  the  fees  in  question. 
But  further,  the  rector  does,  by  himself  or  his  agents, 
perform  the  duty.  A  preacher  has  been  appointed  under 
the  51  Geo.  3,  but  a  burying  ndmster  has  never  been 
appointed :  and  the  only  person  having  a  legal  right  to 
bury  in  this  cemetery  is  the  rector.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  41st  section  which  can  give  Mr.  Wharton  any  right  to 
the  burial  fees ;  and  the  case  stands  just  as  if  that  section 
had  never  been  introduced,  and  as  if  this  were  an  ordinaiy 
chapel  of  ease,  built  vrithin  the  parish.     The  minister  of 

(a)  6  T.  R.  681. 
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the  parish  is^  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  person  who  has  Bxch,  of  PUat, 
done  the  duty;  and  the  fees  have  accordingly  been  paid  to 
and  always  received  by  him  as  of  right. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 1  am  of  opinion  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  case 
states  specially,  although  not  in  that  strict  form  which 
a  special  verdict  might  do,  certain  facts,  sufficient  to 
enable  the  Court  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  the  right  of 
the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action.  It  is  stated  that 
he  is  the  rector  of  the  parish,  his  predecessors  having 
been  the  regular  ministers  of  the  parish :  that  before  the 
passing  of  the  51  Geo.  3,  as  well  as  since,  the  plaintiff 
and  his  predecessors  have  received  the  burial  fees  within 
the  parish;  that  he  has  received  fees  arising  from  this 
very  cemetery  and  burial-ground,  and  that  until  of  late 
he  has  been  accustomed  to  do  so.  1  think  that  is  a  suffi- 
cient statement,  particularly  as  against  a  party  who  has 
received  those  fees,  of  the  right  to  the  fees,  and  that  they 
are  not  mere  gratuities.  If  they  were  mere  gratuities, 
not  founded  on  a  custom,  I  should  have  agreed  with  Mr. 
mil,  that  there  would  be  no  right  in  any  party  to  main- 
tain an  action  for  them;  but  we  are  not  authorized  so  to 
treat  them,  they  being  fees  stated  to  have  been  received 
before  and  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  paid  for  all 
burials  performed  within  the  parish.  I  take  that  to  be 
equivalent  to  an  allegation,  that  by  the  custom  of  the 
parish,  the  rector  or  minister  for  the  time  being,  whether 
he  have  the  character  of  the  vicar  or  the  rector,  was  en- 
titled to  all  fees  and  ecclesiastical  dues  for  burial  within 
the  whole  limits  of  the  parish,  with  the  exception  of  those 
fees  that  were  expressly  taken  from  him  by  the  6th  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  of  the  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  on  the  division  of 
the  parish  into  district  rectories.  Subject  to  that  exception, 
the  act  of  Parliament  reserves  to  him  all  the  ecclesiastical 
dues,  of  burials  among  the  rest,  which  he  was  entitled  to 

VOL.  VI.  XX  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUatt  before ;  and  the  case  states^  that  before  this  act  of  Parlia- 
*  ment  passed^  he  was  entitled  to  all*  The  41st  section  of 
the  51  Geo.  3^  c.  151,  authorizes  the  appointment  of  a 
minister  of  burials  in  the  new  cemetery ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  such  minister  was  appointed,  or  that  the 
minister  actually  appointed  has  taken  the  fees ;  nor  does 
the  act  of  Parliament  give  them  to  him  if  he  had,  for  it 
reserves  all  his  former  rights  to  the  rector :  and  if  lie 
had  performed  the  burial  service,  it  appears  to  me  that  he 
would  have  performed  it  as  the  agent  of  the  rector  for 
that  purpose.  However,  we  are  not  bound  or  called  upon 
to  speculate  on  the  case,  with  a  view  to  the  right  of  the 
party  appointed  under  the  act,  because  the  case  does  not 
state  that  any  person  was  so  appointed.  It  is  desr 
that  Mr.  Wharton,  whose  right  arises  out  of  his  appoint- 
ment by  the  King,  and  institution  by  the  Bishop  of  Lon- 
don, was  not  appointed  as  the  burying  minister.  Then  it 
appears,  that  no  burying  minister  being  so  appointed,  some 
person,  if  not  the  rector,  has  buried  within  this  cemeteiy 
ever  since  it  was  constructed,  and  has  paid  over  the  fees  to 
the  plaintiff,  until  a  certain  portion  of  them  has  accumu- 
lated in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  who  refuses  to  account 
for  them.  Surely  the  plaintiff  is  prima  facie  entitled  to 
them,  tmless  some  one  be  shewn  who  has  a  better  title; 
and  we  must  assume,  as  Mr.  KeUy  states,  for  the  purpose 
of  maintaining  the  action,  that  the  fees  were  earned  by 
somebody  who  acted  under  his  authority.  The  case  states, 
that  the  person  receiving  them  always  accounted  for  them 
to  the  rector,  until  within  the  last  year ;  and  my  opinion 
is,  that  an  account  of  them  should  be  rendered  to  hnn 
again,  unless  the  defendant  shew  a  better  title  in  some 
other  person.  By  these  acts  of  Parliament,  they  are  not 
taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  rector;  therefore  I  think 
he  is  entitled  to  them,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
£125. 
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GiniNEY,  B. — By  the  act  of  Parliament  creating  the  Exeh.  of  Pteat, 
rectory,  it  appears  that  the  rector  was  a  ndnister,  who  was 
appointed  to  the  parish,  and  that  he,  as  rector,  was  en- 
titled to  the  clergyman's  dues,  in  his  character  of  rector 
or  minister;  and,  among  others,  that  he  did  receive  sur- 
plice fees  for  burials  within  the  parish ;  and  by  a  subse- 
quent act  there  is  a  reservation  to  him  of  all  those  fees 
which  he  before  had.  It  is  stated  in  the  case,  and  must 
be  assumed,  that  before  the  passing  of  the  act  of  51  Geo. 
3,  the  incumbent  for  the  time  being  of  the  parish,  by 
himself  or  his  curates,  performed  the  duty  on  all  burials 
taking  place  within  the  pansh,  and  received  the  sur- 
plice fees  for  his  own  use,  and  that  those  fees  formed 
part  of  the  profits  of  the  living.  The  act  of  Parlia- 
ment afterwards  empowers  the  vestrymen  to  purchase  a 
piece  of  land  for  a  cemetery,  and  to  appoint  a  burying 
minister:  whether  they  did  so  or  not  does  not  appear 
on  this  case.  There  is  a  power  given  also,  under  certain 
circumstances,  to  appoint  a  reader  and  preacher,  but  there 
is  no  provision  made  for  or  respecting  any  surplice  fees 
whatever,  but  provision  is  made  that  such  reader  and 
preacher  shall  receive  a  salary,  to  be  paid  by  the  vestry  of 
the  parish.  It  appears,  that  under  that  act  of  Parliament, 
the  Crown,  which  had  acquired  the  rights  of  the  Duke  of 
Portland,  the  lay  patron,  appointed  the  minister  of  the 
chapel ;  he,  being  so  nominated,  is  entitled  to  a  salary, 
to  be  paid  by  the  vestrymen  of  the  parish :  but  there  is  no 
title  conferred,  or  intended  to  be  conferred,  on  him  as  to 
the  receipt  of  any  of  the  surplice  fees.  When  district 
churches  have  been  created,  the  rights  of  the  minister  of  the 
parish  are  abridged  by  express  words.  Marriages  have  now 
been  transferred  to  the  district  churches,  and  there  are 
surplice  fees  given  to  the  ministers  of  those  churches ;  but 
no  surplice  fees  are  given  to  the  minister  of  St.  John's.  In 
this  case,  therefore,  these  fees  were  of  right  in  the  incum« 

2X2 
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Exeh.  of  pieatf  bent  of  the  parish,  whether  minister  or  rector,  before  these 

acts  of  Parliament  passed ;  and  that  being  the  case,  and 
there  being  nothing  in  the  acts  of  Parliament  to  take 
them  out  of  him,  they  have  been  received  by  a  person  who 
refuses  now  to  account  for  them.  It  would  be  a  very  dif- 
ferent question  if  this  were  an  action  for  a  surpUce  fee 
against  the  party;  undoubtedly  the  plaintiff  must  shew 
what  is  his  right  against  that  party,  so  as  to  enable  him 
to  demand  the  fee;  but  here  they  have  been  receired, 
and  not  as  of  right,  but  to  be  accounted  for  to  the 
rector. 

RoLFE,  B. — Although,  inthe  first  part  of  this  ailment, 
I  certainly  entertained  some  doubt,  I  have  now  arrived  at 
the  same  conclusion  as  the  rest  of  the  Court.  Before  the 
Stat,  of  the  51  Geo.  3,  the  incumbent  for  the  time  beingr 
by  himself  and  his  curates,  performed  the  duty  on  all  bur 
rials  which  took  place  in  the  parish,  and  received  the  sur- 
plice fees  for  each  of  such  burials.  I  think  this  amounts  in 
effect  to  what  is  contended  for,  that  this  had  been  a  ciu- 
tomary  fee,  payable  under  the  name  of  a  surplice  fee,  to  the 
incumbent  for  the  time  being  of  the  parish,  by  himself  or 
his  deputy  performing  the  duty  of  burial.  Then  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  in  consequence  of  what  was  enacted  in  thit 
act,  and  since  its  passing,  it  could  be  said  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  incumbent  himself  to  perform  the  duty  in 
respect  of  which  that  fee  was  payable.  Now  though  1  had 
at  first  a  doubt  upon  the  subject,  on  looking  more  into  it,  I 
do  not  think  that  that  doubt  was  well  founded. 

The  41st  section  of  the  stat.  51  Goo.  3,  contains  several 
provisions :  First,  "  that  when  the  burial-ground  is  com- 
plete, the  Duke  of  Portland,  or  the  person  or  persona  for 
the  time  being  so  entitled  as  lay  rector,  shall  firom  time 
to  time  nominate  and  appoint  a  minister  of  the  Church 
of  England^  to  officiate  for  life,  or  during  pleasing  ^ 


TRINITY    TERM,   3  VICT.  655 

burying  the  dead  in  the  said  intended  cemetery  or  burial-  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
ground^  and  the  vault*  underneath  the  same.''  Now  I 
had  conceived  (not  attending  strictly  to  what  appears  in 
the  special  case)  that  Mr.  Wharton  had  been  appointed 
under  that  provision^  and  I  must  guard  myself  from  sup- 
posing at  all  to  imply  what  would  be  my  opinion  in  that 
case.  I  do  not  wish  it  to  be  understood  as  my  opinion^ 
that  if  the  Crown^  in  exercising  this  power,  had  appointed 
a  person  for  life  to  be  a  burying  minister,  under  the  pro- 
vision of  that  section,  it  is  at  all  clear  then  that  he  would  not, 
in  spite  of  the  saving  clause  in  this  act,  have  been  enti- 
tled to  the  surplice  fees,  and  not  the  rector.  It  appears 
from  Gibson's  Codex,  that  the  person  entitled  to  surplice 
burial  fees  is  not  the  rector  of  the  parish,  qua  rector,  but 
the  minister,  whom  I  take  to  be  the  minister  performing 
this  duty  of  burials:  and  though  there  be  a  saving  of 
rights  to  the  minister  of  this  parish,  that  would  be  a 
saving  of  his  rights  in  the  form  in  which  they  existed  pre- 
viously by  law.  But  until  there  is  a  minister  appointed 
for  burying,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  rector  does  make 
out  that  he,  by  himself  or  his  deputies,  performs  the  duty 
of  burying;  for  until  some  power  is  given  to  some  other 
person  to  bury  in  the  cemetery  of  the  parish,  it  is  the  right 
of  the  rector.  Until  something  appears  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  Mr.  Wharton  exercises  that  right,  I  think  we  must 
take  it  that  it  is  by  the  license  and  permission  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  consequently  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
this  fee,  which  he  has  been  immemorially  accustomed  to 
receive.  It  is  quite  clear  that  Mr.  Wharton  was  not  ap- 
pointed as  burying  minister  under  the  41st  section:  he 
was  appointed  under  the  subsequent  part  of  the  clause,  to 
the  chapel,  and  the  license  he  obtains  from  the  bishop  is 
for  reading  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer.  True,  it  goes 
on  afterwards — "  and  for  performing  other  ecclesiastical 
duties;''  but  that  was  void,  if  it  was  meant  thereby  that  he 
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Eieh.  of  PUat,  should  perform  any  other  ecclesiastical  doties  than  that 
'         branch  of  the  section  authorized  him  to  perform. 

On  these  grounds^  then^  that  the  plaintiff  does  appear  to 
me^  either  by  himself  or  his  curates,  to  haye  performed  the 
duty  in  respect  of  which  there  has  been  immemoriaDy  a 
surplice  fee  payable  to  him  and  his  predecessors,  I  think 
he  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Gb££n  v.  James. 

Dedaration  in  C' OVEN  ANT. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  inden- 
^Vs^^lg"  ^^  da^ed  5th  May,  1812.  made  between  the  plabtiff, 
iesM>r  in  a  lease  q^q  John   Oxlcv,  since  deceased,  and  one  John  Fenuri 

for  yean,  . 

granted  by  A.,  also  siuce  dcccased,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defend- 

thi  defendant  w^t  of  the  othcr  part,  [profert],  the  plaintiff,  Oxley,  and 

to  r*  *ai7and'  Ferard  demised  to  the  defendant  a  certain  messuage  or 

leave  in  repair,  dwelling-housc  and  premises,  particularly  mentioned  and 

assigning  ,  ,  , 

breaches  in  not  described  in  the  said  indenture,  situate  in  the  county  d 
in^noufavtng  Middlesex,  to  hold  the  same/with  the  appurtenances,  unto 
in  repair  at  the   ^^^  defendant,  his  executors,  &c.,  from  the  25th  day  rf 

end  of  the  term.  '  '  '  ^ 

Plea,  that  A.,      March  then  last  past,  for  the  term  of  eighteen  years  and  a 

B.,  and  C,  from  ^  .•         .         -i  ^  ,    .  .  «,     i       i 

the  time  of  quarter,  wantmg  ten  days,  at  a  certam  rent  payable  by  the 
miw*  untu  *th1j*  defendant,  as  therein  mentioned :  And  the  defendant,  by  the 
death  of  B.,        gaid  indenture,  did  for  himself,  his  executors,  &c.,  covenant 

and  A.  and  C.  /  ^         '  , 

afterwards,  had  and  agrcc  (amougst  other  things)  to  and  with  the  plaintiff 

longer  term  of  Oxlev,  and  Ferard,  their  executors,  &c.  &c.  [setting  forth  a 

on"the"ea8c'*°'  general  covenant  to  repair  and  leave  in  repair].    The  de- 

and  that  after  claration  then  averred  the  death  of  Oxley  on  the  27th  of 

B.'s  death,  and  *^ 

before  any         December,  1816,  and  of  Ferard  on  the  9th  of  Januarr, 

breach  of  cove- 
nant, A.  and  C. 

assigned  such  reversion  to  D.,  and  thenceforward  ceased  to  have  any  reversion  or  interest  in  tbe 
demised  premises.  Replication,  that  A.,  B.,  and  C.  were  not  until  the  death  of  B.,  nor  were  A* 
and  C.  afterwards,  possessed  of  the  said  reversion  in  the  demised  premises,  in  manner  sod  fono 
MB  alleged  in  the  plea : — Held  bad,  on  demurrer,  as  being  a  departure  from  the  dedaratioB. 
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1834;  and  assigned  breaches  of  the  covenant  by  the  de-  Exch.  of  Pietu^ 
fendant^  in  not  repairing,  and  in  leaving  the  premises  out  '  ^ 

of  repair,  &c.  Green 

Third  plea,  that  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  sup-  Jamss. 
posed  demise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  until  the 
death  of  the  said  John  Oxle7,the  said  John  Oxley,  the  plain-* 
tiff,  and  the  said  John  Ferard,  were  lawfully  possessedof  a 
certain  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  demised  premises,  after 
the  determination  of  the  said  supposed  lease  in  the  declar- 
ation mentioned,  to  wit,  a  reversion  for  the  residue  and 
remainder  of  a  certain  term  of  thirty-four  years  and  three 
quarters  of  a  year,  commencing  from  the  29th  day  of 
September,  1795,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John 
Ferard,  from  the  death  of  the  said  John  Oxley  until  the 
assignment  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  lawfully  possessed 
of  the  said  reversion ;  and  being  so  possessed  of  the  said 
reversion,  heretofore,  and  before  any  of  the  said  supposed 
breaches  of  covenant  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
during  the  said  term  by  the  said  supposed  indenture 
granted,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1820,  the  said  John  Ferard 
and  the  plaintiff  did,  by  a  certain  assignment  duly  made, 
assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  one  T.  S.  Benson,  his 
executors,  &c.,  the  said  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  de- 
mised premises :  By  virtue  of  which  said  assignment  the 
said  T.  S.  Benson  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  said  reversion 
of  and  in  the  said  demised  premises,  and  the  said  John 
Ferard  and  the  plaintiff  from  thenceforward  ceased  to 
have  any  reversion  or  interest  of  and  in  the  said  demised 
premises.  — Verification. 

Replication,  that  the  said  John  Oxley  and  the  plaintiff  and 
the  said  John  Ferard  were  not,  from  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  demise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  until 
the  death  of  the  said  John  Oxley,  nor  at  any  time,  possessed 
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E*ch.  of  Pleat,  of  the  said  reversion  of  or  in  the  said  demised  premises; 
*  ^     in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  third  plea  alleged:  con- 

Green        eluding  to  the  coimtry. 

James.  Special  demurrer^  assigning  for  causes^  that  the  replica- 

tion is  double,  and  attempts  to  raise  two  distinct  issues: 
that  it  attempts  to  put  in  issue  what  is  a  conclusion  of  law: 
that  it  departs  from^  and  is  inconsistent  with^  the  declar- 
ation^ which  alleges  a  demise  to  the  defendant  by  Oiley, 
Ferard,  and  the  plaintiff^  of  the  premises  in  question ;  that 
it  attempts  to  put  in  issue  either  an  inference  of  law^  or  an 
immaterial  issue  of  fact^  in  traversing  that  the  said  Ferard 
and  the  plaintiff  were  possessed  of  the  reversion  after  the 
death  of  Oxley ;  because,  if  the  reversion  were  in  FCTard, 
Oxley,  and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  making  of  the  demise,  it  is 
for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  how  it  passed  away,  so  as  not  to 
vest  in  Ferard  and  the  plaintiff,  after  the  death  of  Oxley; 
and  this  not  being  shewn,  the  legal  inference  is  that  it  sur- 
vived to  them;   and  if  the  reversion  was  not  in  Oxlej, 
Ferard,  and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  making  of  the  demise,  then 
it  is  sufficient  to  take  the  traverse   on   that   allegation. 
That  it  passes  over  and  admits  the  only  traversable  allege 
tion  of  the  plea,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  and  Ferard,  after 
the  death  of  Oxley  and  before  any  of  the  alleged  breaches 
of  covenant,  assigned  the  reversion  to  another,  and  thence- 
forth ceased  to  be  interested  in  law. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 
The   defendant   stated  also,  in  the  margin  of  the  de- 
murrer, the  following  additional  points : — That  the  plaintiff 
is  estopped  from  denying  that  the  reversion  incident  to  the 
demise  was  in  Oxley,  Ferard,  and  the  plaintiff,  immediately 
at  and  upon  the  making  of  the  demise :  and  that  the  ex- 
istence of  such  reversion  in  Oxley,  Ferard,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, is  an  inference  of  law  from  the  demise  itself. 

Cresswellj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  replication 
is  bad  for  the  reasons  assigned.      [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.— 
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Surely  it  is  a  departure  from  the  declaration ;  the  parties  Exch.  of  pieas, 


1840. 


had  the  reversion  until  it  is  shewn  how  they  parted  with 

it;   or  how  can  they  support  the  demise?] — ^The  Court        Green 

then  called  upon  James. 

E.  V.  WiUiamSy  for  the  plaintiff. — The  real  question  is, 
whether  the  action  should  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
present  plaintiff,  or  of  Benson  the  assignee.  Suppose  the 
three  lessors  were  partners,  and  had  an  equitable  interest 
in  the  term  of  34|  years,  out  of  which  they  carved  the  lease 
in  question ;  and  afterwards,  still  having  only  an  equitable 
estate,  they  assigned  to  Benson: — if  the  action  were  brought 
in  his  name,  it  would  be  necessary  to  state  in  the  declar- 
ation that  the  original  lessors  were  possessed  of  the  term, 
that  they  made  the  lease  to  the  defendant,  and  afterwards 
assigned  the  term :  then  the  defendant  would  have  pleaded 
that  the  three  had  no  title  to  make  the  demise :  and  he 
would  not  be  precluded,  aa  against  the  assignee,  from  so 
pleading.  Where  assignors  have  only  an  equitable  in- 
terest, the  covenants  are  only  in  gross.  In  Carvick  v. 
Blagrave  (a),  (where  all  the  cases  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected), it  was  decided  that  in  covenant  by  assignee  of 
lessor  against  lessee  for  rent  arrear,  an  allegation  that  the 
lessor  was  possessed  for  the  remainder  of  a  certain  term 
of  years,  is  material  and  traversable.  Dallas,  C.  J.,  says, 
"  the  lessee  is  under  no  engagement  to  any  one  who  is  not 
the  legal  assignee.^'  That  case  clearly  establishes,  that  as 
against  the  assignee  of  the  lessor,  it  is  competent  to  the 
lessee  to  deny  the  allegation  of  the  estate  of  the  original 
lessor;  because  the  plaintiff  must  shew  it  to  have  been 
an  assignable  estate.  In  Whitton  v.  Peacock  (6),  a  lessor*, 
having  then  only  an  equitable  estate  in  a  field,  demised  a 
portion  of  it  for  ninety-nine  years  :  afterwards,  having  ac- 

(a)  1  Brod.  &  B.  531.  {h)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  411 ;  2  Scott,  630. 
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Bxeh,  of  PUatt  quired  the  legal  estate^  he  demised  the  residue  to  the  lessee 

for  the  same  term,  by  an  indenture  which  recited  the 
former  lease,  and  stipulated  for  its  continuing  in  force,  but 
provided  that  no  additional  rent  should  be  paid:  it  was  held, 
that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  could  not  sue  the  assig- 
nee of  the  lessee  on  the  covenants  in  the  first  lease,  on  the 
ground  that,  the  lessor  of  that  lease  having  only  an  equit- 
able title,  the  covenants  were  covenants  in  gross,  which 
did  not  run  with  the  land,  or  convey  any  right  of  action 
to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion.     [Lord  Ahinger^  C.  B.— 
Can  we  take  notice  in  a  Court  of  law  of  the  fact  that  the 
interest  of  the  lessor  was  equitable?    The  lease  purports 
to  be  granted  by  a  lessor  having  the  legal  estate.    Ald/er- 
son,  B. — ^The  declaration  states,  in  substance,  that  the 
parties  had  a  reversion,  for  it  states  that  they  made  a 
lease.     How  is  the  Court  to  know  that  they  had  no  legal 
estate?     Surely  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  firom  disclaiming 
the  legal  estate,  if  the  defendant  is  from  denying  it?] 
Suppose  such  a  lease,  and  that  the  lessor  dies,  and  then 
the  question  arises  whether  the  heir  or  the  executor  shall 
enforce  the  payment  of  rent :  suppose  the  executor  brings 
the  action,  and  the  defendant  pleads  a  seisin  in  fee  in  tbe 
testator;  could  not  that  plea  be  traversed?     [Lord  Aim- 
ger,  C.  B. — Yes ;  but  the  executor  must  shew,  not  merelf 
that  the  testator  was  seised  in  fee,  but  that  he  had  a  term 
of  years.]     The  contract  raises  the  implication  that  he 
had  some  title,  and  it  would  be  enough  to  shew  that  it 
was  not  a  seisin  in  fee.     [Lord  Abingery  C.  B. — No;  snch 
a  title  must  be  shewn  as  would  have  passed  to  the  execu- 
tor.    There  is  no  presumption  in  favour  of  an  executor 
more  than  of  an  heir;  each  must  shew  his  title,]   Camci 
V.  Blagrave  shews  that  the  lessee  is  not  estopped  fipom 
saying  that  the  original  lessor  had  no  assignable  estate; 
therefore  neither  is  the  lessor.     So,  a  covenant  with  » 
mortgagor  who  has  assigned  his  whole  estate  is  in  gross 
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only,   and  does  not  run   with  the  land :    fVebb  v.  Rta-  Ejcch,  of  p&«, 
sell  (a).     The  replication  is  therefore  good^  since  it  shews     v      ^  '  ^ 
that  the  surviving  lessor^  and  not  the  assignee^  is  entitled        Green 
to  sue  upon  the  covenant.  James. 

CressweU,  contra. — The  plaintiflF  relies  on  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  as  against  the  defendant;  but  it  would  be  strange 
if  the  lessor  were  not  equally  estopped.  The  contract 
between  the  parties  is  for  a  legal  estate.  [Lord  AbingeVf 
C.B. — Could  the  plaintiff  have  declared^  that  not  being 
entitled  at  law,  he  nevertheless  demised  to  the  defendant, 
and  the  defendant  coyenanted  ?]  No— that  would  be  re- 
pugnant :  he  could  not  say  that  he  had  no  estate,  and  yet 
that  he  demised  an  estate.  Here,  however,  the  demise  is 
pleaded  as  an  ordinary  lease,  and  on  the  face  of  it  is  not 
an  assignment.  It  professes  to  be  a  demise  of  a  legal 
estate  for  so  many  years,  and  each  party  is  estopped 
from  disputing  that.  Being  a  demise,  it  imports  a  re- 
version in  the  plaintiff:  the  replication  of  no  reversion 
is  therefore  a  departure.  Carvick  v.  Blagrave  only  shews 
that  the  tenant  is  not  estopped  from  disputing  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  assignee ;  and  Whitton  y.  Peacock,  that  the 
assignee  of  the  legal  estate  cannot  sue  on  a  lease  granted 
by  the  owner  of  the  equitable  estate  only. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — T  will  not  say  that  a  declaration 
might  not  be  framed  on  such  a  lease,  as  an  assignment, 
which  would  support  the  action  as  on  a  personal  covenant; 
nor  will  I  say  what  might  be  the  effect  of  shewing  the 
covenant  to  be  personal,  by  other  facts^  as  by  proof  that 
the  lessor  had  an  equitable  title  only:  but  there  is  nothing 
of  the  kind  here ;  the  declaration  is  upon  an  ordinary 
lease,  with  acts  to  be  done  by  the  lessee  at  the  expiration 
or  sooner  determination  of  it.   The  plea  sets  up  an  assign- 

(a)  3  T.  R.  393. 
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Green 


£xc*.  0/  PUat,  ment  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  that  lease.      Then  tbc 

replication^  which  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  otLer 
demising  parties  had  no  such  reversion,  is  a  departure 
James.       from  the  declaration.     It  does  not  follow  that  because  the 
assignee  cannot  sue,  the  assignor  can. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  declar- 
ation imports  a  giving  up  to  the  lessors  at  the  end  of  the 
term;  which  implies  a  reversion.  Mr.  Williams  argues 
that  we  are  to  infer  that  this  was  a  mere  equitable  estate. 
There  is  nothing  from  which  we  can  infer  that;  and  if 
there  were,  still  the  estoppel  must  be  mutual. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Debt  for  goods 
sold  and  deli- 
vered and  on 
an  account 
stated.     The 


Newhall  v.  Holt. 

XJeBT  for  lead  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account 
stated.     The  particulars  claimed  the  sum  of  9/.  lYs,  6J. 
The  defendant  pleaded-as  to  all  the  sum  demanded^  except 
particulars         two  sums  of  1/.  0^.  6rf.  and  8/.  17*.,  nunquam  indebitatus; 

claimed  9/.  1 7*.  ^       .  i  o  t  w   r\      r»  j  *       <•     i  •  i 

6rf.  The  defen-  as  to  the  sum  ot  1/.  0*.  DO.,  payment  of  that  sum  into 
M  to Sn  except  Court;  and  as  to  8/.  17*.,  a  set-off.  The  plaintiff  took 
two  sums  of       Q^i;  Qf  Court  the  money  paid  in  under  the  second  plea, 

U  Om.  6rf.  and  ''    ^  ,    '^ 

8/.  17* ,  nun-  and  joined  issue  on  the  other  pleas.  At  the  trial  be- 
tusTas"toM*"  fore  the  under-sheriff  of  Cheshire,  the  plaintiff  (without 
men^t^'int^*^*  objection)  began,  and  having  proved  the  delivery  of  a 
Court;  and  as    quantity  of  lead  to  the  defendant,  called  a  witness  (the 

to8/.  17«.,  aset-    ^ 

off.  Issue  on  the 

first  and  third  pleas;  the  plaintiff  took  out  of  Court  the  money  paid  in  under  the  second.  Smhie, 

that  upon  this  record  the  pluintiffhad  nothing  to  prove,  and  that  the  only  i:>«ue  was  on  the  defendant. 

In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated,  a  parol  admission  of  tbe 
debt  by  the  defendant  is  evidence  under  the  account  stated,  though  it  appears  that  there  wsis 
written  agreement  relating  to  the  goods. 

And  (per  Parker  B.)  the  defendant's  own  admission  is  always  evidence  against  him,  thoap 
h  refers  to  the  matter  of  a  written  agreement. 
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plaintiff^s  attorney)  to  prove  a  conversation  between  him  Exeh,  of  Pieat, 
and  the  defendant^  in  which  the  defendant  had  admit-  * 

ted  that  he  owed  the  plaintiff  9/.  17*.  6rf.  for  lead.  The 
witness,  however,  admitted  on  cross-examination,  that 
there  was  an  agreement  in  writing  between  the  parties 
relating  to  the  lead.  It  was  thereupon  objected  for  the 
defendant,  that  this  agreement  ought  to  be  produced,  and 
that  in  default  thereof  the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited. 
The  under-sheriff  refused  to  nonsuit,  and  the  jury  having 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  1/.  17 8,  6rf.,  he  re- 
served leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

Crampton  shewed  cause. — The  sheriff  could  not  nonsuit 
in  this  case,  the  issue  being  on  the  defendant.  [Parke, 
B. — The  defendant  has  admitted  on  the  record  that  8/.  17*. 
remains  due,  which  he  claims  to  overtop  by  his  set-off.] 
The  amount  is  made  material  by  its  being  separated  from 
the  rest  of  the  demand  by  the  plea ;  and  there  is  here  no 
general  issue  with  which  to  distribute  the  plea  of  set-off,  as 
in  Cousins  v.  Paddon  (a).  The  whole  issue,  therefore,  was 
on  the  defendant :  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  prove,  and 
it  was  therefore  immaterial  that  there  appeared  to  be  a 
written  agreement. 

Busby,  contra. — There  was  an  issue  joined  on  the  plea 
of  nunquam  indebitatus:  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  had 
something  to  prove,  and  was  bound  to  begin ;  and  the  fact 
that  there  was  an  agreement  in  writing  (with  which  the 
parol  admission  was  consistent)  appearing  upon  his  own 
case,  that  was  an  objection  for  which  he  ought  to  have 
been  nonsuited. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.  547. 
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Rseh.  of  PUas,  An  account  stated  may  be  proved  by  a  parol  admissioii^ 
1840.        although  the  account  itself  might  consist  of  many  writ- 
ings. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  an  account  stated,  to  which  the 
admission  applies.  The  under-sheriff  clearly  could  not 
nonsuit,  because  the  defendant  admits  on  the  record  that 
he  owes  the  plaintiff  9/.  17^.  6d.  But  I  apprehend  also^ 
that  if  a  party  states  a  sum  to  be  due  from  him,  although 
the  debt  arise  out  of  a  written  agreement,  it  is  eyidence 
against  him.  What  a  defendant  says  is  always  evidence 
against  him,  although  it  may  have  arisen  out  of  a  written 
agreement  (&). 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolte,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


(b)  See  the  next  case. 


Slatterie  V,  POOLEY  (a). 

A  parol  admis-  CoVENANT.— The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff 
to  a  suit* is  having  entered  into  a  certain  deed  of  composition  with  car- 
aWc'i^ne'^dencc  *^  ^^  ^^^  Creditors,  in  which  reference  was  made  to  a 
against  him,  ai-  certain  schedule  annexed  thereto,  containing  a  list  and 

though  it  re-  t        i   i  i  j  i  •  i  it- 

late  to  the  con-    statement  of  the  debts  then  due  and  owmg  to  and  nom 

orothcr written  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the  as- 
instrument:        sifirnment  of  a  certain  equitable  interest  which  the  plaintiff 

and  even  though       01  r 

iu  contenu  be  then  had  in  certain  premises,  by  indenture  dated  &c.,  co- 
in the  cause.      vcnauted  with  the  plaintiff  to  indemnify  him  against  all 

debts  or  demands  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  such  of  his  cre- 

(a)  This   case  was  decided  in      inserted  here   as  relating  to  the 
Michaelmas  Term,   1840,   but  is      same  subject  as  the  last  case. 
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ditors  as  had  not  executed  the  said  deed  of  composition :   S*ch,  of  pieat. 
and  alleged  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  allowed  and  ^ 

permitted  one  James  Thomas,  a  creditor  whose  debt  was      Slatterib 
entered  in  the  said  schedule,  but  who  had  not  executed        Poolet. 
the  said  deed  of  composition,  to  bring  an  action  and  reco- 
ver against  the  plaintiff  the  amoimt  of  his  said  debt,  toge- 
ther  with  his  costs,  &c. 

Pleas — ^first,  non  est  factum;  secondly,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  induced  to  enter  into  the  said  covenant 
and  agreement  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresenta- 
tion of  the  plaintiff;  and  thirdly,  that  the  said  debt 
of  the  said  James  Thomas,  for  which  the  said  action 
was  brought  against  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  was  not  included  in  the  said  schedule  annexed 
to  the  said  deed  of  composition ;  on  which  issues  were 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings 
in  Trinity  Term,  the  composition  deed  and  schedule  were 
produced  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  latter  not 
being  duly  stamped,  was  rejected:  whereupon,  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  third  issue,  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
tendered  in  evidence  a  verbal  admission  by  the  defend  nt, 
that  the  debt  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  the  same 
with  one  entered  in  the  schedule.  This  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to,  on  the  ground  that  the  contents  of  a  written  in- 
strument, which  was  itself  inadmissible  for  want  of  a  pro- 
per stamp,  could  not  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  of  any 
kind:  and  the  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion,  the 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

Erie  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  evidence  was  improperly  rejected  (citing 
Earle  v.  Picken  (a) ), 

Sir  F.  PoUock  and  Warren  shewed  cause  in  Michaelmas 

{a)  5  C.  &  P.  542. 
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Exek»  of  Pfeoi,  Term. — ^This  evidence  was  not  receivable.  To  admit  a 
w  ^  ^  parol  statement  of  the  matter  inserted  in  the  schedule  in 
Slatterie  this  case,  would  be  in  direct  violation  of  a  settled  principle 
FooLET.  of  the  law  of  evidence,  viz.  that  the  contents  of  a  written 
instrument  cannot  be  proved  otherwise  than  by  the  in- 
strument itself,  unless  satisfactory  grounds  be  shewn  for 
its  non-production,  in  which  case  secondary  evidence  of  iti 
contents  is  receivable.  The  cases  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected  in  1  Fhill.Evid.  364,  (8th  edit.).  It  is  established  bj 
several  authorities  {a),  that  the  execution  of  a  deed  cannot 
be  proved  by  the  admission  of  a  party  to  it.  Here  it  was 
proposed  to  prove  the  very  matter  in  issue,  viz.  the  con- 
tents of  the  schedule,  and  that  it  included  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion, merely  by  the  verbal  admission  of  the  defendant 
Bloxam  v.  Elsee  [b)  is  a  distinct  authority  against  the  re- 
ception of  such  evidence.  That  was  an  action  by  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  granted  to 
the  bankrupt;  and  the  defendant's  counsel  having  proposed 
to  ask  an  adverse  witness  whether  he  had  not  heard  the 
bankrupt  say,  that  by  a  deed  between  him  and  one  D.  an 
interest  in  the  patent  belonged  to  D.,  Lord  Tenterden  in- 
terposed, saying  emphatically — "  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  no  question  can  be  asked  as  to  w  hat  the  bankrupt  has 
said  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument,  without 
the  production  of  the  instrument,  or  an  account  of  its 
non-production ;  and  I  give  my  opinion  distinctly,  in  order 
that  it  may  be  renewed  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or  in  any 
other  mode  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  may  think  pro- 
per.'^  That  ruling  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ques- 
tioned, and  no  case  appears  to  have  been  decided  the  other 
way,  until  that  of  Earle  v.  Picken,  where  Park,  J.,  cer- 
tainly laid  it  down  as  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  "  what  a 


(a)  Abbot  V.  Pliimbf^  1  Doug.      v.  Dunning^  4  East,  53. 
216;  Johnson  \.  Mason,  1  Esp.  89;  (6)  Ry.  &  M.  187;  1  C.  k  P. 

Cunltffe  V.  Sefton,  2  East,  87 ;  Call      588. 
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larty  says  is  evidence  against  himself^  as  an  admissionj  ^*ch.  of  PUas, 
whether  it  relate  to  the  contents  of  a  written  paper,  or  to  v-«.^^J^ 
inything  else/'  There,  however,  the  admission  did  not  Slatterib 
lecessarily  involve  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument, 
mt  only  imported  that  the  party  to  whom  it  referred  had 
n  some  form  or  other  made  an  agreement  with  the  defend- 
mt  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate.  IParke,  B. — Other  sub- 
lequent  cases  to  the  same  effect  are  referred  to  in  Phillipps 
m  Evidence,  Vol.  I.,  p.  364,  and  a  reason  is  given  for  the 
kdmissibility  of  the  evidence.  In  one  sense,  no  doubt,  the 
iest  evidence  is  the  production  of  the  instrument  itself; 
jnt  the  question  is,  whether  the  admission  by  the  party 
limself  of  its  contents  is  not  receivable,  as  affording  a  pre- 
mmption  of  truth,  whereas  parol  evidence  of  its  contents 
iliunde,  without  its  non-production  being  first  accounted 
for,  leads  to  a  contrary  presumption.]  The  admission  of 
inch  evidence  is  of  dangerous  precedent,  since  thereby  as 
irell  the  rule  which  enjoins  the  calling  of  the  subscribing 
nritness,  as  also  the  reading  of  the  instrument  itself,  is  dis* 
pensed  with.  Of  the  cases  cited  in  the  place  just  referred 
\o,  Sewell  V.  Sttibb8{a)  was  anterior  to  Bloxam  v.  Elsee,  and 
probably  gave  occasion  to  Lord  Tenterden's  emphatic  ex- 
pression of  his  opinion  to  the  contrary.  Doe  d.  Waithman 
f. Miles  (i),  and  Doe  d.  Lowden  v.  Watson  (c),  also  occurred 
before  Bloxam  v.  Elsee.  In  Newman  v.  Stretch  (d),  the  de- 
clarations of  a  bankrupt  on  his  return,  that  he  had  ab- 
sented himself  to  avoid  a  writ  against  him,  were  held  suf- 
Scient  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  without  any 
}ther  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  writ,  or  of  the  debt  on 
rhich  it  was  founded.  But  there  the  evidence  was  not 
lecessarily  used  to  prove  the  contents  of  the  writ.  The 
lankrupt  might  go  away  to  avoid  writs,  though  none  were 
ictuaUy  issued  against  him.     But  such  evidence  has  in  no 

(fl)  1  C.  &  P.  73.  (c)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  230. 

(6)  4  Camp.  475;  1  Stark.  N.  P.  (rf)  Moo.  &  M.  338. 

181. 

VOL.  VI.  Y  Y  M.  W. 
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Exek,  of  Piea*^  case  been  admitted^  where' the  contents  of  the  deed  or 

^  *   ^  written  instrument   were  directly  in  issue.     This  is  no 

Slatterib  doubt  a  point  of  great  importance,  and  it  is  desirable  that 

PooLET.  it  should  be  settled  by  a  distinct  decision  of  the  Court. 

On  a'subsequent  day^  Erie  and  Busby  appeared  to  sup- 
port the  rule,  but 

Parke,  B.,  said : — The  Court  do  not  think  it  necessaiy 
to  trouble  Mr.  Erie  in  support  of  the  rule  in  this  case;  as 
we  who  heard  the  argument  (my  Brother  Alderson,  who  is 
absent,  as  well  as  ourselves)  entertain  no  doubt  that  the 
defendant's  |own  declarations  were  admissible  in  evidence 
to  prove  the  identity  of  the  debt  sued  for,  with  that  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule,  although  such  admissions  involved 
the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  not  produced;  and 
I  believel^my  Lord  Abinffer,  who  was  not  present  at  the 
argument,  entirely  concurs. 

Thejauthority  of  Lord  Tenterden  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  the 
case  of  Bloxam  v.  Elsee,  is  no  doubt  to  the  contrary :  bat 
since  that  case  as  well  as  before,  there  have  been  manj 
reported  decisions,  that  whatever  a  party  says,  or  his  acts 
amounting  to  admissions,  are  evidence  against  himself, 
though  such  admissions  may  involve  what  must  neces- 
sarily be  contained  in  some  deed  or  writing;  for  in- 
stance, a  statement  by  a  party,  or  one  under  whom  he 
claims,  that  an  estate  had  been  conveyed  to,  or  from 
such  person,  or  that  such  person  filled  the  character 
of  assignee,  which  could  only  be  by  deed,  or  the  like  (see 
Dickinson  v.  Coward  (a)).  Many  of  these  cases  are  col- 
lected in  the  1st  vol.  of  Messrs.  Phillipps  &  Amos,  p. 
364 :  and  any  one  experienced  in  the  conduct  of  causes 
at  Nisi  Prius,  must  know  how  constant  the  practice  is. 
Indeed,  if  such  evidence  were  inadmissible,  the  difficulties 

(a)  1  B.  &  Aid.  679. 
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thrown  in  the  way  of  almost  every  trial  would  be  nearly  Exch.  of  puat, 
insuperable.  ^    ^'   ^ 

The  reason  why  such  parol  statements  are  admissible,  Slatteris 
without  notice  to  produce,  or  accounting  for  the  absence  of  pooley. 
the  written  instrument,  is,  that  they  are  not  open  to  the 
same  objection  which  belongs  to  parol  evidence  from  other 
sources,  where  the  written  evidence  might  have  been  pro- 
duced ;  for  such  evidence  is  excluded  from  the  presump* 
tion  of  its  untruth,  arising  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
case,  where  better  evidence  is  withheld;  whereas  what 
a  party  himself  admits  to  be  true,  may  reasonably  be 
presumed  to  be  so.  The  weight  and  value  of  such  tes- 
timony is  quite  another  question.  That  will  vary  accord- 
ing to  the  circumstances,  and  it  may  be  in  some  cases 
quite  unsatisfactory  to  a  jury.  But  it  is  enough  for  the 
present  purpose  to  say,  that  the  evidence  is  admissible. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  he  was  not  present  at  the 
argument,  but  concurred  in  what  was  said  by  Parke,  B. ; 
and  stated  that  he  had  always  considered  it  as  clear  law, 
that  a  party's  own  statements  were  in  all  cases  admissible 
against  himself,  whether  they  corroborate  the  contents  of 
a  written  instrument  or  not. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Eolfb,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  Sec,  besides  the  authorities  Camp.  188;  Doed,Digby  y.Sleel, 

referred  to  in  aigument,   the  fol-  3  Camp.  115;  Greentvayv.Hurdi*, 

lowing  cases: — Burleigh  y.  StibbSf  4 Camp. 42;  Pasmore  \.  Bousfield, 

5  T.  R.  465 ;  Roe  d.  Wtsi  v  Datfis,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  296 ;  Alderaon  v. 

;  East,  363;  Paul  v.Meek,  2  Y.  &  Clay,  Id.  405 ;  Harvey  v.  Kay,  9 

J.  116;   Woodward  y.  Lambert,  3  B.  &  C.  356;  Ashmore  y.  Hardy, 

Bsp.  286;  Singleton  v.  Barrett,  2  7  C.  &  P.  501. 
C.  &  J.  368 ;  Gibson  v.  Coggon,  2 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 


Baleigh  and  Others^  Assignees  of  Lawrence  Bostrow, 
John  Rostrow,  and  James  Rostrow,  Bankrupts^  v.  At- 


kinson. 


V^ASE. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that 
the  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the 
grievances  hereinafter  next  mentioned,  was,  and  from 
thence  hitherto  hath  been,  and  still  is  a  trader  and  com- 
mission agent,  and  the  trade  and  business  of  a  commission 
agent  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on,  and  still  does  use, 
exercise,  and  carry  on,  to  wit,  at  Montreal,  in  Canada; 
and  thereupon  theretofore,  and  before  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  said  L.  Bostrow,  J.  Bostrow,  and  J.  Bostrow,  to  wit, 
on  the  1st  of  May,  1835,  and  on  divers  other  days  before 
that  day  and  the  said  bankruptcy,  they  the  said  L.  R., 
J.  B.,  &  J.  B,  caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  defendant, 
and  the  defendant  then  accepted  and  received  of  and  from 


Case.— The 
declaration,  by 
assignees  of 
bankrupts,  sta- 
ted, that  the 
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a  commission- 
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defendant's  hands  unsold ;  that  the  plaintiffs,  being  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  directed  the 
defendant  not  to  sell  the  goods  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  until  he  had  rendered  to  them  an  ac- 
count of  the  goods,  and  the  plaintiffs  had  been  enabled  to  judge,  and  had  determined  andgiren 
the  defendant  notice,  whether  they  would  redeem  the  goods  without  sale  or  not     Breach,  that 
the  defendant,  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  afler  he  had  rendered  an  account  of  the  goods,  sold  them 
at  less  than  the  invoice  prices,  although  the  defendant,  after  the  rendering  of  the  account,  and 
before  the  sale,  was  required  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  gave  him  notice,  to  send  the  goods  leEng' 
landt  and  that  they  would  redeem  them  without  sale.     The  defendant  pleaded,   that  after  the 
bankrupts  had  caused  the  goods  to  be  delivered  to  him,  and  before  and  at  and  after  their  bank- 
ruptcy, and  whilst  the  goods  remained  unsold  in  his  hands,  the  defendant,  for  advances  made  before 
the  bankruptcy,  had  a  lien  upon  the  goods;  that  the  bankrupts,  before  their  bankruptcy  and  after 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  in  consideration  of  the  advances  by  the  defendant,  agreed  with  the 
defendant  that  he  should  sell  the  goods  at  the  best  market  prices,  and  realise  thereon  against  his 
said  advances ;  that  the  defendant,  relying  upon  the  authority  to  him  to  sell  and  realise  against 
his  said  advances,  permitted  his  advances  to  remain  unpaid  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  until  and  st 
andaf^er  the  bankruptcy;  that  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  after  the  defendant  had  rendered  an  k- 
count  of  the  goods,  and  whilst  they  were  unsold,  the  plaintiflBs  did  not  tender  or  offer  to  pay  the 
defendant  his  advances  or  lien,  or  to  redeem  the  goods  before  the  defendant  should  part  with  theai, 
and  the  said  goods  so  remaining  on  hand  were  then  deteriorating  and  depreciating  in  price, 
and  the  market  getting  worse;  wherefore  he  the  defendant,  exercising  his  best  judgment  for  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  and  to  realise  his  advances,  after  he  wai 
required  to  send  the  goods  to  London  to  be  redeemed,  sold  the  said  goods  at  the  best  market 
prices,  according  to  the  said  authority  of  the  bankrupts  to  him  in  that  behalf,  using  his  best  judf* 
ment  therein,  as  he  lawfully  might:  and  after  giving  credit  for  the  proceeds  under  such  sale, 
there  still  remained  due  to  the  defendant  a  large  sum  of  his  said  advances,  and  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupts,  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  were  still  indebted  in  a  large  amount  on  account  of  the 
advances: — Heidj  first,  that  the  breach  did  not,  by  alleging  that  the  plaintiffs  gave  the  defendant 
notice  to  send  the  goods  to  England^  render  the  declaration  bad ;  secondly,  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
as  it  shewed  no  consideration  for  any  agreement  which  deprived  the  bankrupts  or  the  attigneet 
of  their  right  to  revoke  the  authority  to  the  defendant  to  sell. 
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the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  B.  a  large  quantity  of  goods^  Etch,  of  pieat, 
to  wit,  of  cotton  and  other  goods,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  '   ^ 

of  the  value  of  £25,000,  to  be  by  the  defendant  as  such  Raleigh 
commission  agent  sold  and  disposed  of  at  Montreal  afore-  Atkinson. 
said,  for  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.,  for  certain  com- 
mission and  reward  to  the  defendant,  at  prices  not  less  than 
the  prices  mentioned  in  the  several  invoices  of  the  said  goods 
therewith  sent,  together  with  the  costs  and  charges  due  and 
to  become  due  in  respect  of  the  same ;  and  the  defendant 
then  accepted  and  received  the  said  goods  upon  the  terms 
and  considerations  aforesaid.  The  count  then  averred  that 
the  invoice  prices,  together  with  the  costs,  amounted  to 
23,272/.  7s,  Zd.,  and  alleged,  as  a  breach,  that  the  defend- 
ant sold  the  goods  for  less  than  the  invoice  prices. 

The  second  count  stated,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of 
committing  the  grievances  thereinafter  next  mentioned, 
the  defendant  was  and  still  is  such  trade  and  commission 
agent,  and  the  said  trade  and  business  of  a  trader  and 
commission  agent  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on  as  in 
the  first  count  mentioned ;  and  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  & 
J.  R.,  before  their  said  bankruptcy,  to  wit,  at  the  days 
and  times  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  had  caused  to 
be  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  accepted 
and  received  of  and  from  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R., 
divers  goods,  to  wit,  goods  of  the  same  quantity,  quality, 
description,  and  value,  as  the  goods  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, to  be  by  him  sold  and  disposed  of  upon  the  same 
terms  and  in  the  same  manner  as  in  that  count  men- 
tioned :  That  afterwards,  and  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day 
of  January,  1836,  a  large  quantity  of  the  said  goods  re- 
mained in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  unsold  and  undis- 
posed of;  and  the  plaintiffs,  so  being  assignees  as  afore- 
said^ then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  di- 
rected the  defendant  not  to  sell  the  said  goods  so  remain- 
ing in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid  at  less 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  than  invoice  prices^  until  lie  liad  rendered  an  acoonnt  to 
^  '   ^     the  plaintiffs  of  the  goods  remaining  in  his  hands  which 
Raleigh      iiad  been  consigned  to  him  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  phin- 
Atunson.     tiffs  had  been  enabled  to  judge,  and  had  thereupon  de- 
termined and  given  the  defendant  notice,  whether  they 
would  redeem  the  said  goods  without  sale  or  not:  and 
it  thereupon  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant; 
as  such  commission  agent  as  aforesaid,  not  to  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  the  said  goods  so  remaining  in  his  hands  as  afore- 
said,  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  before   such  account 
had  been  delivered  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  defendant 
had  notice  of  the  determination  of  the  plaintiffs,  whether 
they  would  redeem  the  goods  without  sale  or  not.    And 
the  plaintiffs  aver,   that  the  invoice  prices  of  the  said 
goods  so  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  said  defendant  at 
the  time  of  the  said  bankruptcy  as  aforesaid^  amounted  to 
a  large  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £10,000,  whereof  the  de- 
fendant then  had  notice ;  yet  the  defendant  afterwards,  and 
after  the  said  bankruptcy  of  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  K, 
and  after  he  had  rendered  an  account  of  the  goods  in  hand, 
to  wit,  on  the  Ist  day  of  February  in  the  year  last  afore- 
said, and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day 
and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  not  regarding  his  daty 
in  that  behalf  as  aforesaid,  sold  and  disposed  of  all  the  said 
goods  so  remaining  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  the  said 
bankruptcy  as  aforesaid,  at  far  less  than  the  invoice  prices 
thereof,  to  wit,   at   prices  £2000  less   than  the  invoice 
prices  thereof,  although  the  defendant,  after  the  render- 
ing of  the  said  account,  and  before  the  sale  thereof,  and 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  rendering  of  the  said 
account,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  February,  1836,  as  afor^ 
said,   was  required  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintifii 
then  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  to  send  the  said  goods 
to  England,  and  thai  the  said  plaintiffs  would  redeem  thm 
without  sale:   contrary  to  his  duty  as  such  conunissiofi 
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agents  and  to  the  great  injury  of  tlie  plaintiffs^  as  assignees  E^teh.  o/puas, 
as  aforesaid.  '  ^ 

The  defendant  pleaded^  as  to  the  second  count  of  the  de-  Raleior 
claration^  that  after  the  said  L.  B.^  J.  B.^  &  J.  B.  had  Atkinson. 
caused  to  be  delivered  to  the  defendant  the  said  goods  as 
in  that  count  mentioned,  to  be  by  him  sold  and  disposed  of 
as  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of, 
and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  L.  B.,  J.  B.,  &  J.  B., 
as  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  said  large  quan- 
tities of  goods  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  un- 
sold and  undisposed  of,  he  the  defendant,  for  advances  be- 
fore the  said  L.  B.,  J.  B.,  &  J.  B.  became  bankrupts,  had 
a  lien  upon  the  said  goods,  according  to  the  usage  of  bu- 
siness in  that  behalf,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit, 
i£25,000 ;  and  the  said  L.  B.,  J.  B.,  &  J.  B.,  before  they 
became  bankrupt,  and  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  goods 
to  the  defendant  as  in  the  said  second  count  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1836,  in  consideration 
of  the  said  advances  by  the  defendant,  agreed  vnih  the  de- 
fendant that  he  should  use  his  knowledge  and  judgment  of  the 
market,  and  sett  and  dispose  of  the  said  goods  then  remain- 
ing in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  at  the  best  market  prices, 
having  reference  to  the  cost  prices  and  charges  of  the  said 
goods,  and  realize  thereon  against  his  said  advances.  And 
•the  defendant  saith,  that  afterwards,  reljdng  on  the  said  au- 
thority to  him  to  sell  and  realize  against  his  said  advances, 
he  the  defendant  permitted  his  said  advances,  amount- 
ing to  the  said  large  sum,  to  wit,  of  £25,000,  to  remain 
unpaid  and  owing  to  him  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit, 
imtil  and  at  and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  said  L.  B., 
J.  B.,  &  J.  B. ;  and  afterwards,  and  after  the  said  L.  B., 
J.  B.,  &  J.  B.  became  bankrupts  as  aforesaid,  and  after 
he  the  defendant  had  rendered  the  said  account  of  the 
goods  in  hand,  and  whilst  the  same  were  in  hand  un- 
sold,  the  plaintifTs  did  not  tender  or  offer  to  pay  the 
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Sxeh,  of  Pleas,  defendant  liis  said  advances  and  lien,  or  redeem  the  same 
w  ^  '  ^  before  the  defendant  should  part  with  the  said  goods,  and 
Raleigh  the  said  goods  SO  remaining  on  hand  were  then  spoiling 
Atkinson,  and  deteriorating,  and  depreciating  in  price,  and  the  mar- 
ket for  the  said  goods  was  getting  worse  every  day,  and 
likely  to  be  lostal  together ;  wherefore  he  the  defendant, 
exercising  his  best  knowledge  and  judgment  for  the  estate 
and  effects  of  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.,  and  for  the 
plaintiffs,  assignees  as  aforesaid,  after  they  became  bank- 
rupts as  aforesaid,  and  to  realize  upon  the  said  goods 
against  the  said  advances  of  the  defendant  thereupon,  ac- 
cording to  the  usage  of  business  in  that  particular,  and 
the  directions  of  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.  before  thev 
became  bankrupts,  and  after  he  was  required  to  send  the 
goods  to  London  to  be  redeemed,  and  under  the  circum- 
stances as  aforesaid,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  sold  and 
disposed  of  the  said  remaining  goods  at  the  best  market 
prices,  having  reference  and  regard  to  the  cost  prices 
and  charges  thereof,  according  to  the  said  authority  of  the 
said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.  to  the  defendant  in  that  behalf 
given,  using  his  best  judgment  and  information  therein 
in  the  sale  and  disposal  thereof,  as  he  lawfully  might  for 
the  cause  aforesaid :  And  after  giving  credit  for  the  pro- 
ceeds under  such  sale,  tjiere  still  remains  due  to  the  de- 
fendant a  large  sum  of  his  said  advances,  to  wit,  £2000, 
and  the  said  estate  of  the  said  L.  R.,  J.  R.,  &  J.  R.,  and 
the  plaintiffs  as  assignees  as  aforesaid,  since  they  became 
bankrupts,  are  still  indebted  to  the  defendant,  after  credit 
given  for  the  sale  of  the  whole  of  the  said  goods,  amount- 
ing to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  £23,000,  in  the  said  large 
amount  thereon,  for  and  on  account  of  the  advances  made 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  £2000. — ^Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plei 
affords  no  answer  to  the  matters  contained  in  the  second 
count ;  but  states  as  the  ground  of  defence  certain  transac- 


TRINITY   TERM;   3  VICT.  675 

tions  with  the  bankrupts  before  their  bankruptcy^  where-  RrcA.  of  puat, 
as  the   defendant  is  charged  in  the   second  count  with     ^  ^      . 
a  breach  of  duty  after  the  bankruptcy,   by  selling  the      Raleigh 
goods  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  after  he     Atkinson. 
had  received  the  express  directions  of  the  plaintiffs  not 
to  do  so,  and  after  any  authority  given  by  the  bankrupts 
had  been  revoked  by  their  bankruptcy,  and  by  the  direc- 
tions given  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  without  waiting  until 
the  expiration  of  a  reasonable  time  for  the  plaintiffs  to  re- 
deem :  and  also  for  that  the  said  last  plea  is  uncertain,  mul- 
tifarious, and  repugnant. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  points  marked  for  argument  were  as  follows : — The 
plaintiffs  contend  that  the  defendant  should  not  have  sold 
the  goods  after  the  directions  he  had  received  to  the  con- 
trary, or  at  least  that  he  ought  to  have  waited  a  reason- 
able time  to  ascertain  whether  they  would  redeem  or 
not ;  and  they  rely  on  the  special  points  as  stated  in  the 
said  demurrer. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  plea  is  a  good  answer 
to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  by 

Wightman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  original 
authority  given  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  defendant  to  sell 
the  goods  was  a  revocable  authority,  which  it  was  com- 
petent to  the  bankrupts,  or  to  their  assignees  after  the 
bankruptcy,  to  alter  or  revoke.  If  the  defendant  had  made 
advances  to  the  bankrupts,  and  in  consideration  thereof, 
and  of  his  waiting  for  the  repayment  of  the  advances, 
they  gave  him  this  authority  to  sell,  the  case  might 
have  been  wholly  different;  but  here  the  advances  are 
made  first,  and  there  is  no  consideration  stated  for  the 
bankrupts'  foregoing  any  right   they  had  at  the  time 
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jExch.  of  Pleat,  they  delivered  the  goods.     [Parke,  B. — ^There  ia  no  doubt 
'   ^     the  bankrupts  might  countermand  the  order  to  sell  the 
Raleigh      goods,  unless  there  was  an   authority  to  sell,  coupled 
Atkinson,     with  an  interest ;  as  if  they  had  given  him  that  aatho- 
rity  in  consideration  of  his  forbearing  to  sue  them  for 
prior  advances.]     The  order  might  have  become  irrevo- 
cable, if  it  had  been  shewn  that  there  had  been  some 
subsequent  advance  made  on  the  faith  of  that  order;  but 
here  there  is  no  consideration  whatever  shewn  for  the 
bankrupts  foregoing  their  right  to  revoke.    The  allegation 
in  the  plea,  that  the  defendant,  relying  on  the  authority  to 
sell,  permitted  his  advances  to  remain  unpaid,  states  no 
more  than  a  mere  gratuitous  act  of  his  own  in  so  doing, 
and  could  not  affect  their  rights.    [Parke,  B. — ^It  is  perfectly 
consistent  with  this  plea,  that  the  advances  were  made  long 
before  the  authority  to  sell  was  given.     Alderwn,  B.—All 
that  appears  is,  that  the  defendant  had  a  lien  on  the  goods.] 
Yes :  that  he  was  in  the  situation  of  a  person  having  goods 
in  his  possession  on  which  he  had  a  lien. 

Hoggins,  contra. — There  is  ample  consideration  stated  in 
the  plea  for  the  agreement  by  the  bankrupts,  that  the  de- 
fendants should  sell  for  the  best  market  prices.     Bat  the 
first  question  is,  whether  the  second  count  is  good,  and  it 
is  submitted  that  it  is  not.     It  states  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  not  to  sell  the  goods  at  less  than  inioioe 
prices,  before  he  had  rendered  an  account  to  the  plaintiffs 
of  the  goods  remaining  in  his  hands,  and  before  tbe  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  determination  of  the  plaintiffs 
whether  they  would  redeem  the  goods  or  not ;  whereas  the 
breach  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  defendant 
to  send  the  goods  to  England,  and  that  they  would  redeem 
them  without  sale ;  but  that  was  more  than  the  defendant 
was  bound  to  do.     [Parke,  B. — ^The  substantial  breach  is 
not  the  omission  to  send  the  goods  to  England,  but  the 
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■elling  tliem  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  without  waiting  to  ^c^-  of  PUas, 

'  1840 

see  whether  the  plaintiifs  would  redeem  or  not.]  The  deter-  ^ 

mination  and  notice  are  one  entire  thing;  and  the  deter-  Raleigh 
mination  was  one  which  he  was  not  bound  to  obey.  The  Atkikbon. 
notice  was  coupled  with  a  condition  which  the  plaintiffs 
had  no  authority  to  impose.  The  effect  is  the  same  as  if  no 
countermand  had  been  given ;  the  defendant  was  therefore 
remitted  to  the  position  in  which  he  originally  stood  with 
the  bankrupts.  But,  secondly,  if  the  countermand  were  a 
good  one,  the  plea  is  an  answer.  It  states  that  the  de- 
fendant had  a  lien  on  the  goods  for  advances,  and  that  in 
consideration  of  those  advances,  the  bankrupts  agreed  with 
the  defendant  that  he  should  use  his  best  knowledge 
and  judgment  of  the  market,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
goods  at  the  best  market  prices,  and  realize  thereon 
against  his  advances.  Now  that  amounts  to  an  agreement 
that  he  may  sell  forthwith,  to  satisfy  his  advances,  and 
there  is  ample  consideration  stated  for  that  i^eement, 
which  could  not  afterwards  be  revoked.  But  even  if  they 
had  the  power  to  countermand,  the  plaintiffs  did  so  in  a 
way  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  do ;  and  as  there  was  no 
good  countermand,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  sell  the 
goods. 

Wiffhtman,  in  reply. — ^The  second  count  is  good.  It  may 
be  admitted  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  send  the 
goods  to  England,  but  what  is  alleged  to  have  passed  was 
an  ample  revocation  and  perfect  retractation  of  the  autho- 
rity to  sell  at  discretion,  given  by  the  bankrupts. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinoer^   C.  B. — ^This  was  an  action  brought 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt^  in  wbich  thej  charged 
^    ^  •  ^     the  defendant  with  having  been  guilty  of  improper  con- 
Raleioh      duct,  in  selling  certain  goods  received  by  him  from  Ame- 
Atkinson.     rica  for  the  purpose  of  sale.     The  plaintiffs  state  in  their 
declaration,  that  they  had  given  the  defendant  notice  not  to 
sell  under  the  invoice  prices  without  further  order,  as  they 
might  redeem  the  goods,  and  remove  them  from  his  cus- 
tody altogether  if  they  thought  proper.    To  this  declaration 
there  was  a  plea,  in  which  it  was  stated,  that  the  bankrupts 
had  given  the  defendant  an  authority  which  in  fact  re- 
scinded the  original  contract,  under  which  he  received  the 
goods,  to  sell  them  at  a  certain  price;  and  that,  in  consider- 
ation of  certain  advances  made  by  him,  he  had  authority 
to  sell  the  goods  at  such  prices  as  he  should  consider  in 
his  judgment  was  best,  and  that  he  sold  the  goods  ac- 
cordingly.   We  wished  to  consider  the  subject,  and  having 
done  so,  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad.   I 
entertained  a  doubt  about  it  at  one  time,  or  rather  I  wished 
to  find  some  reason  that  would  warrant  the  plea,  and  if  I 
could  have  found  a  sujQScient  consideration  to  justify  the 
defendant,  I  should  have  been  glad ;  but  after  due  consi- 
deration of  the  case,  I  am  compelled  to  concur  with  the  rest 
of  the  Court  in  thinking  that  there  does  not  appear  to  be 
any  sufficient  consideration  for  the  agreement  which  the 
defendant  sets  up  as  a  defence.    There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
assignees  had  the  same  power  and  authority  to  counter- 
mand his  selling  below  price  as  the  bankrupts  had.    The 
judgment  will  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifis. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1840. 

Fairbubn  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Jonas  Eastwood 
and  Isaac  Woodhead,  Bankrupts,  v,  John  Eastwood. 

X  ROVER  for  machinery.  Plea8,first,not  guilty;  secondly.  The  defendant, 

that  the  plaintifiFs,  assignees  as  aforesaid,  were  not  pos-  denaatTto^E 

sessed  as  of  their  own  property  of  the  machinery  in  the  de-  *  w.  a  full- 

claration  mentioned ;  thirdly,  leave  and  license  :  on  which  fourteen  years. 

•    •      J  The  lease,  after 

issues  were  joined.  reciting  that  the 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  York  assizes,  «»chinery  had 

^  '      '  '   been  valued  at 

it  appeared  that  by  indenture  of  lease,  dated  27th  April,  a  certain  sum, 
1836,  the  defendant  demised  to  the  bankrupts,  for  a  term  nanu,  that^^at*' 
of  fourteen  years,  a  fulling,  scribbling,  and  carding  mill,  g^ner^^^tr**^! 
subject  to  the  usual  covenants  contained  in  such  leases:  nation  of  the 

,  .  ,  term,  the  ma- 

by  one  of  which,  after  stating  that  the  machinery  in  the  chinery  should 
said  mill  had  been  valued  at  the  sum  of  363/.  7*.  6rf.,  it  was  by  two  Udif?* 
mutually  covenanted,  that  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  de-  ^"T®"^  persons 

•'  '  ^  ^  chosen  by  the 

termination  of  the  said  term,  the  said  machinery  should  be  lessees  and  the 
again  valued  by  two  indififerent  persons,  one  to  be  chosen  if  such  second 
by  the  lessees  and  another  by  the  lessor ;  and  that  if  such  JhlaUdTmount 
second  valuation  should  amount  to  less  than  the  first  valu-  1°  ^^^  ***■"  '^® 

first,  the  differ- 

atioD,  the  difference  should  be  paid  by  the  lessees  to  the  les-  ence  should  be 

sor ;  but  that  if  it  should  be  greater  than  the  first  valuation,  fewees^o  the 

then  the  surplus  of  such  second  valuation  should  be  paid  by  ^V^^\\  ^"'  ^^  *' 

the  lessor  to  the  lessees.   In  June  1839,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  greater,  the 

issued  against  the  lessees,  under  which  they  were  declared  be  paid  by  the 

bankrupts,  and  on  the  1st  of  August  following  the  plain-  leweM^Durin 

tiffs  were  appointed  their  assignees.     The  plaintiffs   de-  the  existence 

clined  to  take  to  the  lease,  and  subsequently  applied  to  the  the  lessees  be- 
came bankrupt, 
and  their  assig- 
tiees  declined  to  take  the  lease :  but  they  required  the  defendant  to  appoint  a  person  to  va- 
lue the  machinery,  and  on  his  refusal  to  do  so,  appointed  one  themselves,  who  valued  the 
tkiacbinery  then  in  the  mill  (most  of  which  had  been  brought  in  by  the  bankrupts)  at  a  sum  ex- 
ceeding the  original  valuation.  The  assignees  then  delivered  possession  of  the  premises  to 
the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him  the  difference  between  the  two  valuations,  which  he  re- 
fused to  pay : — Heldt  that  the  assignees  (having  demanded  the  machinery)  were  entitled  to  reco* 
'Ver  it  in  trover,  and  that  their  remedy  was  nut  by  an  action  on  the  covenants,  which  had  been 
determined  by  the  bankruptcy,  and  by  their  refusal  to  take  the  lease. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  defendant  to  appoint  a  person  to  value  the  machinery  aiXf^ 
'  ^  fixtures,  which  the  defendant  refused  to  do.  The  plain. 
Fairburn  tiflFs  then  appointed  a  valuer  on  their  part,  who  valued  the 
Eastwood,  machinery  at  861/.,  and  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  de- 
fendant. In  October  1839,  they  delivered  up  possession 
of  the  premises  to  the  defendant,  the  machinery  remaining 
therein,  and  demanded  from  him  the  difference  between 
the  first  and  second  valuation,  amounting  (after  certain  de- 
ductions agreed  on  at  the  trial)  to  the  sum  of  346/.  7«., 
which  the  defendant  refused  to  pay.  The  defendant  shortly 
afterwards  advertised  the  premises  and  machinery  to  let; 
and  having  been  served  with  a  demand  of  the  machinery 
by  the  plaintiffs,  and  refusing  either  to  deliver  it  up  or  to 
pay  for  it  according  to  the  valuation,  the  present  action  vas 
brought.  None  of  the  machinery  claimed  in  the  action  was 
fixed  to  the  freehold,  and  a  great  part  of  it  had  been  placed 
in  the  mill  by  the  bankrupts  during  the  demise.  It  wai 
contended  for  the  defendant,  at  the  trial,  that  this  action 
of  trover  could  not  be  maintained,  and  that  the  proper 
remedy  was  by  an  action  of  covenant  against  the  defendant, 
for  not  appointing  a  valuer,  or  for  not  paying  the  differ- 
ence in  amount  between  the  two  valuations.  The  learned 
Judge  reserved  this  point,  and  imder  his  direction  a  verdict 
was  given  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  £581,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  In 
Easter  Term,  Alexander  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordinglT, 
citing  Storer  v.  Hunter  (a) ;  against  which 

Cresswell  {Hoggins  with  him)  now  shewed  cause.— Of 
the  machinery  claimed  in  this  action,  part  having  passed 
to  the  bankrupts  under  the  lease,  and  the  remainder  hav- 
ing been  by  them  purchased  and  put  into  the  mill,  the 
whole  vested  in  their  assignees,  who  are  entitled  to  recover 
it  in  this  action  of  trover  against  the  defendant.    The 

(a)  3  B.  &  Cr.  368 ;  5  D.  &  R.  240. 
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&rm  was  determined  by  the  assignees  refusing  to  take  to  BmL  of  PUat, 

ie  lease,  and  the  landlord  thereupon  resumed  possession.  '  ^ 

t  is  said  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  sought  their      Faieburn 

^medy  by  an  action  on  the  defendant's  covenants,  to  ap-     Eastwood. 

>iiit  a  valuer,  and  to  pay  according  to  the  valuation.    The 

iswer  to  that  argument  is,  that  the  covenants  were  deter- 

ined  by  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  refusal  of  the  assignees 

» take  to  the  lease.      There  is  now  no  covenant  in  exist- 

ice  respecting  this  machinery ;  it  remains,  therefore,  the 

roperty  of  the  ^essees,  and  passes  on  their  bankruptcy  to 

leir  assignees.     Kearsey  v.  Car8tair8{a)  is  an  express  au- 

loiity  to  that  effect.     [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — The  effect 

f  the  statute  (b)  is  to  prevent  the  assignees  from  being  as- 

.gnees  of  the  term,  unless  they  assent.]     Yes:  then  their 

iglits  remain  as  if  there  had  been  no  lease  at  all,  and  the 

lachinery,  being  the  property  of  the  bankrupts,  passes  to 

heir  assignees.  In  Starer  v.  Hunter,  which  is  relied  upon  on 

he  other  side,  the  landlord  had  resumed  possession  before 

he  bankruptcy  of  the  tenant;    and  the  bankrupt  never 

lad  the  possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the  fixtures,  but 

inly  a  qualified  right  to  use  them  during  the  term.     [Al- 

lersan,  B. — There  the  assignees  never  were  in  possession.] 

Sere  the  contract  is  altogether  at  an  end,  and  therefore 

he  assignees  cannot  sue  in  covenant. 

Alexander  and  Wiffhtman,  contra. — ^The  question  is,  whe- 
her  the  assignees  ever  had  such  a  property  as  to  maintain 
rover.  That  depends,  first,  on  the  terms  of  the  lease;  se- 
»ndly,  on  the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law.  This  is,  as  in 
?iorer  v.  Hunter,  a  demise  of  a  ready  furnished  mill.  The 
essee  may  add  to  and  improve  the  subject  of  the  demise, 
)ut  the  lease  contemplates  that  the  property  in  the  whole 
ihall  revert  to  the  landlord  at  the  end  of  the  term.  There- 
Tore  it  is  that  there  are  to  be  two  valuations :  therefore  also 

(a)  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  75.  (6)  2  B.  &  Adol.  716. 
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Exc)l  of  PUm,  there  is  a  covenant  by  the  lessees  to  insure  the  whole.   The 
^    ^^  '  .    parties  have  by  their  contract  reduced  it  firom  a  case  otpro- 
Fairburn    perty  in  the  tenant^  to  a  mere  right  of  payment  under  a  cotc- 
E  A8TWOOD.    nant.  Suppose  no  bankruptcy  had  intervened^  and  the  lease 
had  expired  by  effluxion  of  time^  and  the  tenant  had  given  up 
possession ;  if  the  landlord  had  refused  to  appoint  a  vainer, 
could  the  tenant  have  maintained  trover  ?   [Lord  Abinger,  C. 
B. — Certainly  not.]    Or  supposing  the  assignees  had  taken 
to  the  lease,  must  they  not  have  resorted  to  the  covenant? 
Then  their  having  elected  to  give  up  th^  benefit  of  the 
lease  does  not  alter  the  rights  of  the  parties.     Kearsey  t. 
Carstairs  only  decides,  that  where  the  assignees  elect  to 
give  up  the  covenant,  they  cannot  avail  themselves  of  it: 
the  Court  carefully  abstained  from  deciding  anything  as 
to  the  property.    It  is  a  voluntary  act  of  waiver  by  Uie 
assignees,  and  they  have  no  right  thereby  to  put  the  lessor 
in  a  worse  position  without  his  assent.     The  dedsion  in 
Storer  v.  Hunter  therefore  applies,  and  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  have  a  nonsuit  entered. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  appears  to  me  a  very  clear 
case.  It  is  admitted  that  the  covenants  were  determined 
by  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  refusal  of  the  assignees  to  take 
to  the  lease ;  and  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  parties  hsd 
agreed  to  put  an  end  to  the  covenants.  The  utmost  the 
landlord  could  say  is,  that  he  had  a  right  to  buy  the  ma- 
chinery ;  but  he  repudiates  that,  and  wishes  to  keep  the 
goods  without  paying  for  them.  No  hardship  is  done  to 
the  defendant :  he  was  bound  by  his  covenant  to  pay  for  the 
machinery ;  he  has  the  offer  of  it,  and  he  refuses  it.  The 
assignees  cannot  sue  upon  the  covenants;  then  the  ques- 
tion is,  whose  is  the  property  ?  Clearly  theirs.  The  case 
of  Storer  v.  Hunter  has  been  misapplied.  There  the  land- 
lord obtained  possession  under  his  contract ;  then  the  pro- 
perty in  the  machinery  vested  in  him,  and  all  he  had  to  do 
was  to  pay  for  it,  modo  consensiis,  under  his  co?enant. 
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the  landlord  could  only  obtain  them  by  virtue  of  the  Exck.  of  puat, 

1840. 
lant^  and  that  was  put  an  end  to  before  he  had  pos-    ^         '  - 

)2l^  Fairburn 

9, 


Eaatwood. 


.DBRSON^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  a  fallacy 
f  that  the  property  in  the  machinery  passes  to  the  lessor 
loment  it  is  put  in  by  the  lessees.  The  substance  of  the 
act  is^  that  whatever  is  put  in  or  changed  during  the 
se,  the  lessees  stipulate  to  let  the  lessor  have  it  at 
nd  of  the  term,  he  paying  for  it  according  to  the  va- 
)n,  subtracting  therefrom  the  diflFerence  between  its 
ased  value  and  its  value  at  the  commencement  of  the 
The  lessees,  then,  are  possessed  of  the  machinery, 
ct  to  the  covenants:  they  become  bankrupts;  and 
by,  according  to  the  case  of  Kearsey  v.  Carsiairs,  the 
Qces  are  discharged  from  the  covenants.  Then  they 
the  goods  as  their  own  property,  discharged  from  the 
rupts'  covenants ;  they  put  the  landlord  into  posses- 
in  order  that  he  may  exercise  his  right  of  buying 
;  but  he  refuses  to  do  so.  The  assignees  cannot  bring 
iction  of  contract,  because  the  defendant  makes  none 
them :  they  may  therefore  have  an  action  of  trover, 
ipect  of  their  property  remaining  in  the  goods  while 
9  hands.  Our  decision  in  this  case  will  not  infringe 
the  law  as  laid  down  in  Storer  v.  Hunter.  There,  by 
Difeiture,  the  lease  was  put  an  end  to,  so  as  to  dis- 
i  with  the  three  months^  notice  which  was  to  have 
given  for  the  purpose  of  a  valuation :  and  it  was  the 
as  if  it  had  been  stipulated  that  the  landlord  should 
the  property  in  the  machinery  at  the  end  or  other 
iT  determination  of  the  lease.  Then  he  took  pos- 
m,  and  so  the  property  vested  in  him.  Here  the 
[lees  had  the  possession  discharged  of  the  covenants ; 
being  so  in  possession,  they  hand  the  goods  over  to 
indlord,  who  refuses  to  make  any  contract  with  them. 
are  therefore  entitled  to  maintain  trover. 

L.  Vl.  Z  Z  M.  W. 
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Exch,  of  PUa$,      RoLTE^  B. — ^I  am  of  tbe  same  opinion.    These  goods 
'  ^     were  tbe  property  originally  of  the  bankrupts,  and  there- 
Fairburn      fore  of  bis  assignees;  and  I  can  find  nothing  to  make  the 
Eastwood,     property  pass  out  of  them. 

Role  dischai^ed. 


Nelstrop  and  Another,   Assignees  of  Boddikgton, 
a  Bankrupt,  v.  Scarisbrick,  Esq. 

The  Stat.  2&3  ASSUMPSIT  against  tbe  defendant,  late  sheriff  of  the 
a  retrospective  couuty  of  Lancaster,  for  money  bad  and  received  to  the 
to  ^?otect  th*  **  ^®®  ^^  ^^^  plaintiffs  as  assignees,  and  on  an  account  stated, 
sheriff  from        Pleas — first,  uou  assumpsit ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs 

liability  in  re-  ,  «  t.    i  t  i  •  i     • 

spect  of  a  bon&  wcro  uot  assignees  of  Boddmgton ;  on  which  issues  were 
kvied'orlh?  Joi"^-  ^t  t^e  trial  before  EraHne,  J.,  at  the  last  asaiies 
b^kru^'^t*  *^  Liverpool,  it  appeared  that  on  tbe  12th  of  July,  1839, 
without  notice  the  defendant  seized  certain  goods  in  the  possession  ol 
bankruptcy,  Boddington,  tbe  bankrupt,  under  a  fieri  facias  issued 
ure*and**sair '  ^po^  *  judgment  entered  up  against  him  on  a  warrant 
took  place,  and  of  attorney.     The   goods   were  sold   on   the  15tb.     On 

the  fiat  issued,       ,,^,  /..ii  •  -i  •  "r»jj' 

before  the  pass,  tbe  18tb,  a  fiat  lu  bankruptcy  issued  against  Bodoing- 
bm  tiie  a!si"g-'  ^^^>  founded  ou  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  oa  the 
neeswere  not     i2tb,  (but  subsequently  to  tbe  seizure),  and  of  which  the 

appointed  until  '    ^  ^  ^  '  i  k 

afterwards.         defendant  bad  notice  on  tbe  13th.      On  the  31st,  the 

plaintiffs  were  appointed  assignees.  On  the  19th  of  the 
same  July,  tbe  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  received  the  royal 
assent;  whereby  it  is  enacted,  ''that  all  executions  and 
attachments  against  tbe  lands  and  tenements,  and  goods 
and  chattels,  of  any  bankrupt,  bon&  fide  executed  or  levied 
before  tbe  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
such  bankrupt  committed ;  provided  tbe  persons  at  whose 
suit  or  on  whose  account  such  execution  or  attachment 
shall  have  issued,  had  not  at  the  time  of  executing  or  of 
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levying  such  execution  or  attachment^  notice  of  any  prior  BMck.  of  PUa$^ 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  him  committed."     It  was  contended  ^  '  ^ 

for  the  defendant,  that  the  words  of  this  statute  were  re-  Nelstrof 
trospective,  and  protected  the  seizure  in  question.  The  Soaribbrick. 
learned  Judge  reserved  the  pointy  and  under  his  direction 
a  verdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs^  damages  86/.  16s., 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  him  on  the  first  issue^  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  protected  by  the  sta- 
tute. 

Alexander,  in  Easter  Term^  obtained  a  rule  accordingly^ 
against  which 

Wiffhiman  now  shewed  cause. — If  this  act  be  construed 
to  have  a  retrospective  operation  upon  cases  where  both 
the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  goods,  and  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat,  were  prior  to  its  passing,  many  instances  may  occur 
in  which  great  injustice  may  be  worked,  by  the  disturb- 
ance of  rights  vested  before  the  passing  of  the  act.  In 
Gilmore  v.  Shuter  (a),  where  an  action  was  brought  after 
the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  upon  a  promise 
of  marriage  made  before  the  statute,  it  was  held  that 
the  statute  had  not  a  retrospective  operation  upon  such  a 
case;  it  could  not  take  away  a  right  of  action  already 
vested.  The  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Lawley  {b)  is  an  authority 
to  shew  that  such  an  unlimited  construction  ought  not  to 
be  put  upon  this  statute  as  is  now  contended  for.  There 
the  fiat  issued  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  which  was 
therefore  held  to  apply :  and  Parke,  B.,  says — ''  If  a  fiat  had 
issued,  and  assignees  had  been  appointed,  before  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act,  they  would  have  had  a  vested  right  to  the 

(a)  2  Ley.  227 ;  1  Ventr.  330  ;  2  Jones,  108. 
(6)  Ante,  p.  285. 

zz2 
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Exch,  of  Pha$,  property  of  the  bankrupt  firom  the  time  of  the  seizure^  and 

^    it  would  have  been  unjust  to  construe  the  act  so  as  to  de- 

NELSTRor      feat  that  right.     Perhaps,  if  the  assignees  had  not  been 

Vm 

ScARiBBKiGE.  appoiutcd  when  the  act  passed,  but  the  fiat  had  issued  be- 
fore, we  should  in  that  case  also  construe  it  so  as  not  to 
defeat  the  right  of  the  assignees.  But  with  respect  to  all 
fiats  issued  after  the  new  act  has  come  into  operation,  we 
think  there  is  no  injustice  in  saying,  that  the  assignees 
must  take  the  property  subject  to  the  new  law/'  And  the 
other  Judges  also  put  the  case  upon  the  same  ground.  It 
is  true,  that  in  Luckin  v.  Simpson  (a),  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas,  in  a  case  similar  in  its  circumstances  to  the  present, 
(and  where  even  the  appointment  of  assignees  was  before 
the  passing  of  the  act),  have  decided  that  the  statute  had  a 
retrospective  operation  so  as  to  protect  the  execution;  but 
the  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Lawley  was  not  brought  to  the 
notice  of  the  Court,  not  having  been  decided  until  hist 
Hilary  Term,  whereas  Luckin  v.  Simpson  was  argued  in  the 
preceding  Michaelmas  Term,  although  judgment  was  not 
given  until  the  present  term. 

Alewander  and  Cowling,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the 
Court, 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  made  absolute.  Assuming  for  a  moment  that 
we  ought  to  adopt  the  narrow  construction  of  the  act  of 
Parliament  which  is  contended  for  by  Mr.  fViffhiman,  still 
we  should  be  entitled  to  say,  on  the  facts  of  this  case,  that 
there  are  here  no  vested  rights  of  the  plaintifi^s  to  conflict 
with  the  rights  of  the  defendant.  The  fiat  issued  on  the 
18th  of  July,  and  the  royal  assent  was  given  to  the  %ct  of  Pa^ 
liament  on  the  19th,  but  no  assignees  were  appointed  until 

(o)  Trin.  T.  1840;  8  Scott 


^ 
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lie  3l8t ;  and  if  it  were  to  be  held  that  their  appointment  ^<?*-  <>/  ^'««» 
is  necessarily  to  have  a  reference  back^  and  to  operate  from  s«...,^^J.^ 
the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  great  injustice  would  be  worked  ^  elstrop 
in  many  cases.  In  Edmonds  v.  Lawley,  the  fiat  was  issued  Scarisbrick. 
ftfter  the  act  came  into  operation,  but  upon  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy committed  before  the  levy,  which  was  anterior  to 
the  passing  of  the  act ;  and  the  Court  there  held  the  exe- 
cution to  be  valid  against  the  assignees.  How  could  the 
parties  know  whether  any  assignees  would  be  appointed  at 
eJI  ?  Their  appointment  might  not  have  taken  place  until 
months  after  the  seizure :  and  if  the  efiect  of  their  appoint- 
ment were  thus  to  devest  the  right  of  the  execution  creditor, 
the  injustice  would  be  great  indeed.  Taking  this  act  of 
Parliament  as  it  was  construed  by  this  Court  in  Edmonds 
V.  Lawley,  and  limiting  its  operation  to  the  case  where  no 
right  actually  vested  in  the  assignees  before  the  passing  of 
the  act,  that  case  is  exactly  in  point.  But  I  am  not  disposed 
to  take  so  limited  a  view  of  the  subject,  as  I  go  the  full  length 
of  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^ 
in  the  case  which  has  been  cited  as  having  been  decided  by 
them  this  term.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  proper  con- 
struction of  this  act  is,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  execu- 
tion creditor  bon&  fide  issues  and  levies  his  execution,  and 
a  sale  of  the  goods  takes  place,  before  any  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy,  that  execution  and  sale  are  not  to  be 
prejudiced  by  a  previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  which  he 
had  no  notice.  I  remember  well,  when  the  former  act  of 
Parliament  on  this  subject,  which  was  the  production  of  Sir 
Samuel  Bomilly,  was  brought  in,  I  assisted  him  in  preparing 
the  bill^  and  I  know  that  he  was  much  disposed  to  have  the 
law  then  settled  in  the  same  way  as  it  is  now ;  for  he  felt 
sensibly  the  inconvenience  that  would  arise  from  commis- 
iioners  of  bankrupts  having  the  power  to  devest  rights 
which  had  been  vested  before  they  were  endowed  with  any 
authority.  It  was  his  wish  to  have  remedied  this  evil,  if 
he  thought  the  public  would  have  gone  along  with  him  to 
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Stch.  of  pum,  that  extent^  and  to  have  established  the  law  then  as  it  ii 

'   ^     at  present;   but  I  know^  firom  private  communications 

Nelstrop      ^th  him^  that  he  calculated  that  the  legislature  would 

ScAKitBucx.    in  time  become  sensible  of  the  injustice  of  the  STstem, 
and  that  the  law  would  sooner  or  later  be  altered  in  the 
manner  it  has  been  by  this  statute  of  2  &  3  Yict.  c.  29. 
I  am  of  opinion^  therefore^  that  in  every  case  where  an 
execution  has  been  duly  issued,  and  neither  mala  fides  nor 
any  knowledge  of  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy  can  be  shewn 
to  have  existed  on  the  part  of  the  execution  creditor^  the 
transaction  is  protected  against  the  bankruptcy  and  iti 
consequences :  and  that  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  both  right  in  law,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  justice  of  the  case.    The  struggle  here,  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffis,  is  not  to  give  effect  to  vested 
rights,  but  to  devest  them.    The  statute  ought  to  be  lo 
construed  as  not  to  allow  ikone  rights  to  be  taken  away 
from  the  parties  who  have  lawfully  assorted  them;  and  I 
am  glad  to  find  tiiat  such  has  been  the  determinitkm  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  subject. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  we  are  bound  by  flie  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  which  is  expressly  in  pdnt; 
independently  of  which,  however,  I  entirely  concur  iriti 
the  principles  which  have  been  laid  down  by  my  Loid 
Chief  Baron. 

RoLrx,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  abiobie. 


TBINITT  TBBlf^  3  YICT.  689 

Exeh,  of  Pieoi, 
1840. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Glatton  Land-Tax.  ""^^-^v— -^ 

X  HIS  was  a  rule  under  the  recent  atat.  1  &  2  Vict.  The  stat  i  &  2 
c.  58,  8.2,  calling  on  the  Commissioners  of  Land-Tax  ^'2*\J*hfch  en- 
for  the  Hundred  of  Norman-cross,  in  the  county  of  Hun-  ai>ie8  this  Court, 

,        ,  .  .  on  application 

tmgdon,  to  appear  and  maintain,  or  relinquish,  their  as-  by  the  owner 
sessments   in  the  parish  of  Glatton,  of  William   Mar-  ©f  iands**to 
getts,  to  the  land-tax.     The   affidavit  in  support  of  the  *=^"  VP°"  ^^"- 

^         '  ^^  missiuners  of 

application  stated,  that  in  December,  1824,  Mr.  Mar-  Land-tax  to 

appear  and 

getts  purchased  a  farm  in  Holme  Fen,  in  the  parish  of  maintain  or  re- 
Holme,  in  the  Hundred  of  Norman-cross,  consisting  of  MMssments**' 
about  640  acres ;  that  in  the  following  and  each  subse-  *"  i****  ''*'"« 

*^  such  person  has 

quent  year  the  commissioners  of  land-tax  for  that  hun-  been  rated 

dred  had  assessed  Mr.  Margetts  for  that  farm  in  the  same  land,  ap- 

8um  of  10/.  14*.  6rf.  for  the  parish  of  Holme,  and  in  Jl^esTn  wLkh 

the  sum  of  71.  I6s.  6rf.  for  the  parish  of  Glatton,  although  «^o  separate 

.     ^  ""^  distinct 

no  part  of  the  land  lay  in  the  latter  parish.  That  bodies  of  Cum- 
in 1831,  Mr.  Margetts  brought  an  action  of  trespass  iSg*for"di'^fferent 
against  the  clerk  to  the  commissioners,   in  consequence  ^istricts,  have 

^  '  ^  both  assessed 

of  the  seizure  of  his  goods  for  non-payment  of  the  sum  of  »!»« «aine  land, 

-  i»»/-^i  1  !•  each  claiming  it 

71. 16s.  od.  assessed  upon  mm  m  Glatton,  when,  having  to  be  within 
shewn  that  his  land  was  locally  situate  in  the  parish  of  dWiIio1i'*and  not 
Holme,  he  obtained  a  verdict,  which  was  ultimately  con-  *«  *  <^**^  ^*»ere 

"  the  land  has 

firmed  by  the  Court   of  Queen^s   Bench;  that  notwith-  been  rated 
standing   such  verdict,   the  commissioners  had  annually  same  body  of 
assessed  him,  but  instead  of  issuing  a  distress-warrant,  J^^n^^^^'onera. 
had  caused  his  goods  to  be  seized  under  a  levari  facias,  case  the  remedy 
whereby  he  was  wholly  without  remedy.     It  further  ap-  under  38  Geo. 
peared,  that  the  commissioners  for  the  parish  of  Holme    *^'  '  ^'  ^^' 
were  also  commissioners  for  the  parish  of  Glatton.    There 
was  some  doubt  whether  Mr.  Margetts  was,  in  point  of 
fact,  rated  cumulatively  for  his  lands,  the  commissioners 
stating  in  their  affidavit,  that  the  assessment  in  Holme 
was  in  respect  of  one  portion  of  his  farm,  and  that  in 
Glatton  for  another,  although  they  were  unable  to  point 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  out  the  particular  lands  assessed  in  the  respective  parishes; 
w   ^  •   ^     but  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument  it  was  assumed  that 
In  re         he  was  rated  twice  for  the  same  lands. 

Glatton 
Land-Tax. 

Hill  and  Gnnninff  shewed  cause. — ^The  stat.  1  &2  Vict. 
c.  58^  on  which  this  rule  was  obtained^  was  meant  to 
apply  to  a  case  where  two  conflicting  bodies  of  commis- 
sioners^ acting  for  different  districts^  have  assessed  a  party 
for  the  same  lands^  each  claiming  it  to  be  within  their 
jurisdiction ;  and  not  to  a  case  like  the  present,  where  one 
and  the  same  set  of  commissioners  have  rated  the  occupier 
twice  in  respect  of  the  same  property.  The  second  sec- 
tion recites,  ^'  that  in  assessing  the  land-tax,  it  sometimes 
happens  that  disputes  arise  as  to  the  division,  parish,  or 
place,  in  which,  or  in  aid  of  which,  particular  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  are  legally  liable  to  be  rated,  and 
by  reason  whereof  such  lands,  &c.,  are  rated  in  the  seve- 
ral assessments  made  for  two  or  more  of  suoh  dirisions, 
parishes,  or  places  respectively;  and  it  is  expedient  to 
provide  a  summary  remedy  for  the  relief  of  the  owners  or 
occupiers  of  such  lands,  &c.,  from  such  cumulative  charges 
of  the  land-tax,  and  also  to  provide  the  means  of  ascer- 
taining and  determining  the  division,  parish,  or  place 
in  which,  or  in  aid  of  which,  such  lands,  &c.,  are  legally 
liable,  and  ought  to  be  rated,  to  the  land-tax ;''  and  it 
then  enacts,  "  that  upon  application  to  her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Exchequer,  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  owner  or 
occupier  of  any  lands,  &c.,  by  afiidavit  or  otherwise,  shewing 
that,  by  reason  of  some  doubt  or  dispute  as  to  the  division, 
parish,  or  place,  in  which  or  in  aid  of  which  such  lands,  &c, 
are  legally  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  land-tax,  the  same^ 
or  any  person  or  persons  in  respect  thereof,  have  or  hath 
been  assessed,  rated,  or  charged  to  the  land-tax  in  the  seve- 
ral assessments  made  for  two  or  more  divisions,  parishes, 
or  places,  and  that  such  application  is  not  made  with  a  view 
to  delay  the  payment  of  the  land-tax  which  may  be  legally 
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assessed  or  charged  upon  or  in  respect  of  such  tenements  ExcK  of  PUat, 
or  hereditaments,  and  that  the  party  by  whom  and  on     ^     ^      ^ 
whose  behalf  such  application  is  made,  is  ready  to  bring  in  re 

into  Court,  or  to  pay  or  dispose  of  in  such  manner  as  the  Land-Tax. 
Court  may  order  or  direct,  the  sum  or  sums  assessed  or 
charged  by  the  said  several  assessments,  or  either  of  them, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  make  rules  and  orders, 
calling  upon  the  respective  commissioners  of  the  land-tax 
acting  for  the  several  divisions,  parishes,  or  places,  in  or  for 
which  the  said  several  assessments  shall  have  been  made, 
to  appear  and  maintain  the  said  assessments,  or  to  relin- 
quish the  same  respectively,  so  far  as  relate  to  the  lands, 
&c.,  in  question,  and  in  the  meantime  to  stay  all  pro- 
ceedings by  distress  or  otherwise  against  the  party  as- 
sessed or  charged  in  respect  of  such  lands,  &c.,  for  the  levy- 
ing or  compeUing  payment  of  the  sum  or  sums  so  as  afore- 
said assessed;  and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for  the  Court,  if 
it  shall  think  proper,  to  order  the  party  by  whom  or  on 
whose  behalf  such  application  shall  be  made,  to  pay  into 
Court  the  sum  or  sums  assessed,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
abide  the  determination  of  the  dispute,  and  to  be  disposed 
of  as  the  Court  may  direct ;  and  for  determining  the  ques- 
tion or  questions  in  dispute,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court 
to  order  the  trial  of  one  or  more  feigned  issue  or  issues 
upon  such  point  or  points  as  the  Court  shall  think  proper, 
and  also  to  direct  who  shall  be  the  plaintiflF  or  plaintiffs, 
and  who  shall  be  the  defendant  or  defendants,  on  such 
trial,  or  otherwise  to  dispose  of  the  question  or  questions 
in  dispute,  and  determine  the  same  in  a  summary  manner^ 
and  to  make  such  other  rules  and  orders  therein,  as  to  costs 
and  all  other  matters,  as  may  appear  to  be  just  and  reason- 
able/' The  clause  then  goes  on  to  provide  as  to  the  mode  of 
determining  the  question  in  dispute.  That  statute  contem- 
plates the  case  where  two  distinct  bodies  of  commissioners 
have  assessed  a  party  for  the  same  property.  The  remedy 
Mr.  Margetts  has  is  by  appeal  under  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5^  ss.  8 
&  23,  which  has  not  been  repealed  by  the  recent  statute. 
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EsefL  f)i  fum,      Kelly  and  Andrews,  contriL — ^This  is  a  caae  of  double  as- 
^     ^'   ^     sessment  for  the  same  property;  and  all  that  the  statute  re- 
in re         quires  to  be  shewn^  in  order  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction, 
Lahd-Tax.     is,  that  the  applicant  has  been  assessed  in  two  different  pa^ 
rishes  or  places  in  respect  of  the  same  property.  The  wordi 
of  the  statute  are  amply  sufficient  to  include  the  present 
case^  and  unless  the  Court  give  Mr.  Mai^etts  relief,  he  will 
be  wholly  without  remedy^  although  he  is  assessed  twice  fw 
the  same  lands.     [Parke,  B. — Is  there  no  appeal  to  the 
commissioners,  if  a  party  be  charged  too  much  ?]  Yes,  there 
may  be,  where  a  party  is  charged  too  much ;  but  in  this 
case  these  lands  ought  not  to  have  been  assessed  at  all  in 
the  parish  of  Glatton.      The  8th  section  of  38  Geo.  3, 
c.  5,  provides,  that  every  collector  shall  give  notice  of  the 
time  appointed  by  the  commissioners  for  hearing  appeals, 
that  all  persons  who  shall  think  themselves  overrated  may 
know  when  and  where  to  appeal.     The  23rd  section,  after 
providing  that,  in  case  of  controversies  in  assessing  oom^ 
missioners,  the  comnussioners    concerned  are  to  with- 
draw, enacts,  that  all  questions  and  differences  which  shall 
arise  concerning  any  of  the  said  rates,  duties,  and  assess- 
ments, or  the  collecting  thereof,  shall  be  heard  and  finsllr 
determined  by  the  said  commissioners,  in  such  manner  as 
by  this  act  directed,  upon  complaint  thereof  made  to  them 
by  any  person  or  persons  thereby  aggrieved.     That  act 
applies  only  to  overcharges.     It  cannot  be  said  that  Mr. 
Margetts  was  aggrieved  by  an  assessment  under  that  act 
of  Parliament,  when  he  has  not  an  acre  of  land  within  the 
parish  of  Glatton,  where  he  is  assessed. 

Lord  Abinq£R,  C.  B. — I  think  we  have  no  jurisdictioD 
in  this  case.  The  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  58,  s.  2,  in  my  opin- 
ion, applies  to  assessments  by  two  different  sets  of  commis- 
sioners. In  that  case  the  act  authorizes  us  to  call  upon 
the  commissioners  to  appear,  and  maintain  or  relinquish 
their  respective  assessments.  But  where  a  party  is  as- 
sessed twice  by  one  set  of  oommissionen,  I  cannot  donbt 
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that  the  commissioners  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  ap-  ExeK  of  pum^ 

.  1840. 

peal.  ^      ^      . 

In  re 
Glatton 

Paekb,  B.— The  question  is,  whether  we  have  power  land-tA. 
under  this  act  of  Parliament  to  grant  this  application,  and 
I  am*  of  opinion  that  we  have  no  such  power.  It  appean 
to  me  that  under  the  23rd  section  of  the  land-tax  act, 
Mr.  Margetts  has  a  power  of  appeal  to  the  commissioners^ 
as  a  person  aggrieved  by  the  assessment.  The  act  of  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  58,  s.  2,  applies  to  a  case  where  there  have  been 
two  separate  assessments  to  the  land-tax,  made  by  sepa- 
rate and  conflicting  bodies  of  commissioners.  It  appears 
to  me  that  our  jurisdiction  under  the  act  fails.  If  the 
land  has  been  twice  assessed  by  one  body  of  commissioners, 
there  must  be  a  remedy  by  appeal.  It  is,  however,  quite 
enough  to  say  that  we  have  no  jurisdiction. 

GuftNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFB,  B. — ^I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  act  only 
applies  to  a  case  where  land  has  been  assessed  by  two  dis- 
tinct bodies  of  commissioners:  for  it  enables  the  Court  ; 
to  order  an  issue  to  be  tried,  and  to  direct  who  shall  be 
plaintiffs  and  defendants,  as  in  a  case  under  the  Inter- 
pleader Act,  which  seems  to  imply  that  there  must  be  two 
sets  of  commissioners,  each  claiming  a  right  to  rate  the 
property. 

Bule  discharged* 


Ex  parte  Blackhurst. 

R.  V.  BICHAIIDS  applied  to  the  Court  that  Mr.  Black-  A  penon  ad- 
hurst,  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lau-  "S^n^^  « 

*  attorney  in  the 

Conrt  ot  Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster,  previously  to  the  rule  of  Easter  Term,  6  Will.  4,  is  not 
entitled  to  be  admitted  in  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster,  without  being  examined  and  (It- 
ing  the  usual  notices,  &c. 
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Exeh.  of  PUmiy  First^  that  the  pendency  of  an  action  in  an  inferior  Court 
^  1840.   ^    cannot  be  pleaded  to  an  action  in  a  superior  Court ;  Se- 
Lauohton     condly^  that  if  the  defendant  relies  on  the  inferior  Court 
Tatlor.      being  a  Court  of  record^  he  ought  to  have  arerred  that  it  is 
a  Court  of  record;   Thirdly,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
plead  that  the  matters  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  aa 
inferior  Court,  but  that  the  nature  of  the  jurisdiction 
ought  to  have  been  stated,  and  it  ought  also  to  be  stated 
how  such  Court  was  established,  and  how  it  obtained  its 
jurisdiction,  in  order  that  the  plaintiffs  might  take  a  tra- 
verse thereon :  Fourthly,  that  the  superior  Courts  cannot 
take  judicial  cognizance  of  there  being  such  a  Court  as 
the  Borough  Court  of  Liverpool,  and  that  the  plea  does 
not  sufficiently  inform  the  Court  of  the  legal  existence  of 
such  a  Court  as  the  said  Borough  Court ;  Fifthly,  that  it 
ought  to  be  stated  whether  the  Borough  Court  is  the  Court 
of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  or  whose  Court  it  is ;  Sixthly,  that 
the  defendant  ought  to  have  stated  that  he  was  ready  to 
verify  the  matter  of  record  by  the  record,  and  that  the 
mere  reference  to  the  record  is  not  sufficient ;  Seventhly, 
that  the  plea  ought  to  have  stated  where  the  action  is  still 
depending;   Eighthly,  that  it  is  not   sufficiently  shewn 
that  the  said  Borough  Court  was  properly  held  before  the 
said  mayor,  the  constitution  of  the  said  Court  not  beinf 
averred ;  Ninthly,  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  shewn  how 
the  action  in  the  Court  below  was  conmienced,  whether  by 
levying  a  plaint,  or  how  otherwise,  and  that  such  mode  rf 
impleading  was  according  to  the  custom  of  the  Court; 
Tenthly,  that  it  is  not  averred  that  the  Court  was  holdcn 
within  the  limits  of  its  jurisdiction;  Eleventhly,  that  the 
name  of  the  mayor  is  not  stated.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Hoggins  J  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  ^ 
bad.     In  Com.  Dig.,  Abatement,  (H.  24),  it  is  said  th«^ 
"  it  is  no  plea  to  a  writ  in  C.  B.,  or  other  Court    ^ 
Westminster,  that  there  is  another  suit  pending  for  t^^ 
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Exeh,  of  Pleagf 
1840. 

Laughton  v.  Taylor.  ^      ^      ' 

X/EBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. — Plea  as  follows: —  The  Court  of 
The  defendant^  by  Thomas  Sherwood,  his  attorney,  prays  the  borough  of 
judgment  of  the  said  writ  and  declaration,  because  he  says,  J^^^^J^^n*^  **** 
that  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ  in  this  action,  and  before  » superior 

Court;  and 

the  plaintiff's  declaring  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  the .  19th  therefore  a  plea 
day  of  December,  1839,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  borough  of  another  a*-" 
Liverpool,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  impleaded  the  de-  j.*©"  Pending 
fendant  in  the   Borough  Court  of  Liverpool,   then  and  cause  in  that 
there  held  before  the  mayor  of  the  said  borough  of  Liver-  swer  to  an  ac- ' 
pool,  and  thereupon  then  and  there  declared  against  him  pcrior^CourtT 
in  the  said  Court,  for  the  nonpayment  of  the  very  same 
identical  debt  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action,  as  by 
the  record  thereof  more  fully  and  at  large  appears ;  and 
the  defendant  further  says,  that  the  parties  in  this  and 
the   said  former  suit   are   the   same,   and  not   other   or 
different  persons,  and  that  the  said  identical  debt  accrued 
to  the  plaintiff  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Borough 
Court  of  Liverpool,  to  wit,  at  the  borough  of  Liverpool 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  aforesaid,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  the  said  suit  in  the  said  Borough 
Court  of  Liverpool,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  day  of  December, 
A.  D.  1839 ;  and  that  the  said  Borough  Court  of  Liverpool 
had  in  every  other  respect  full  power  and  jurisdiction  to 
entertain,  hear,  and  determine^  the  said  last-mentioned 
suit,  to  wit,  at  the  borough  aforesaid,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster  aforesaid ;  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that 
the  said  former  suit,  so  commenced  and  prosecuted  against 
him  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  is  still 
depending  and  undetermined;  and  this  the  defendant  is 
ready  to  verify ;  and  therefore  he  prays  judgment  of  the 
said  writ  in  this  suit,  and  the  declaration  thereon  founded, 
now  pleaded  to,  and  that  the  same  may  be  quashed. 
Special  demurrer,  assigning  the  following   causes:—- 
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nine  cause  in  an  inferior  Court,  as  in  London,  Norwich,  Bueh.  of  PUoif 

kc"     The  same  point  was  also  decided  in  Brimley  v.     ^    ^'  . 

70^(0).     So,  in  Sparry's  Case  (6),  it  is  said,  ''if  a  man     Lauohtoh 

(ring  an  action  of  debt  in  London  or  Norwich,  or  in  any      Tatlor. 

[iferior  Court,  and  afterwards  bring  an  action  of  debt  in 

he  Common  Pleas,  this  suit  in  the  higher  Court,  which  is 

irought  pending  the  suit  by  bill  in  an  inferior  Courts  shall 

LOt  abate,  as  appears  in  7  Hen.  4,  8  a,  and  3  Hen.  6, 

5  a,  b.     So,  in  Seers  v.  Thsmer  (c),  where  to  an  action  for 

Bsault,  battery,  and  false  imprisonment,  where  the  de- 

endant  pleaded  in  abatement  the  levying  of  a  plaint  for 

he  same  cause  of  action  in  the  Marshalsea,  which  plaint 

ras  in  due  manner  removed  into  the  Court  of  King's 

Sench  by  habeas  corpus,  where  it  was  still  depending; 

ihe  Court  overruled  the  plea,  HoU^  C.  J.,   saying,   "  a 

labeas    corpus  does    not  move  the    cause    out  of  the 

nferior  Court,  the  cause  is  stayed  below;   but  a  plaint 

)ending  in  an  inferior  Court  is  no  plea  to  an  action 

wrought  in  the  Courts  at  Westminster."    Another  objec- 

ion  to  the  pica  is,  that  it  does  not  state  before  whom  the 

Ilourt  was  held.     The  act  for  amending  the  proceedings 

ind  practice  of  the  Court  of  Passage  of  the  Borough  of  Li- 

rerpool,  (4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  92),  enacts  that  the  Court  may  be 

leld  before  the  mayor  and  one  bailiff,  or  before  the  mayor 

done,  or  two  bailiffs  only.     The  plea,  therefore,  ought  to 

lave  shewn  that  the  Court  was  properly  constituted  so 

IS  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  cause. 

Godson,  contra. — ^It  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  Bo- 
■ough  Court  of  Liverpool  is  to  be  considered  as  an  inferior 
2ouTt.  The  act  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  92,  has  been  amended 
)y  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  135 ;  by  the  second  section  of  which  it 
s  enacted,  "  that  no  bailiff  of  the  said  borough  shall  hence- 
brth  be  or  form  part  of  the  said   Court,  but  that  the 

(a)  12  Mod.  204.  (b)  5  Co.  61,  a.  (e)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1102. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  Court  shall  be  the  Court  of  the  Mayor  of  the  Borough  of 
^  '  ^  Liverpool,  and  that  in  all  cases  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
Lauohton  state  any  pleadings  or  proceedings  to  have  been  had 
Taylor,  before,  or  any  judgments  to  have  been  given  by  or  to  have 
passed  by  the  consideration  of,  or  any  Court  to  have  been 
held  before,  the  mayor  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  by  the 
name  of  the  mayor  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  without 
stating  his  christian  or  surname,  and  without  noticing  any 
change  or  changes  of  the  person  or  persons  filling  the 
office  of  mayor/'  Thus,  though  not  in  the  strict  sense  a 
superior  Court,  yet  the  process  and  proceedings,  as  regu- 
lated by  this  act  of  Parliament,  resemble  those  of  a  supe- 
rior rather  than  an  inferior  Court.  Execution  issued  out 
of  it  may  be  levied  in  any  part  of  the  kingdom.  A  cause 
depending  in  an  inferior  Court  may  be  removed  to  a 
superior,  but  from  this  Court  it  cannot.  It  may  be 
compared  to  the  Courts  of  the  counties  palatine.  In 
Bacon's  Abr.,  Courts,  (D),  superior  Courts  are  divided 
into  Courts  more  principal  and  Courts  less  principal.  Of 
the  latter  description  were  the  Courts  of  the  counties 
palatine.  This  may  be  considered  a  Court  of  a  similar 
nature. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — All  that  the  act  of  ParUament 
says,  is,  that  the  Court  shall  no  longer  be  held  before  the 
mayor  and  bailiffs,  but  before  the  mayor  alone;  that 
does  not  constitute  it  a  superior  Court.  There  are  many 
acts  of  Parliament  to  regulate  the  proceedings  of  inferior 
Courts,  but  they  do  not  therefore  make  them  more  than 
inferior  Courts.  With  respect  to  the  Courts  of  the 
counties  palatine,  they  were  the  King's  Courts. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleai, 
1840. 

Bell  v.  The  Hull  and  Selby  Eailway  Company.  ^      "^      ' 

1  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  in  pursuance  By  the  Hull 
of  an  order  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor.     The  de-  *"ay  *ctf 
claration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  f  ^*^'-  *»  ^'.^ 

'  r  '  Ixxx,  8.  69,  It 

of  the  passing  of  an  act  of  Parliament  of  the  6  Will.  4,  is  provided, 

_..  -  __,  *•  that  where 

intituled,  ''An  Act  for  making  a  Railway  from  King-  any  part  of  any 
ston-upon-Hull  to  Selby,'^  (6  WiU.  4,  c.  Ixxx),  had  been,  rrftoad?"' 
and  still  was,   lawfully  possessed  of  and   entitled  to   a  '•"»^way  or  tram 

•^      *•  ^  road,  quay, 

certain  wharf,   situate  upon  the  river  Humber;  and  that  w/mr/,  slope, 

the   defendants,    in  the   exercise  of  the  powers   by  the  munhatJn,' 

said  act  granted,  so  much  injured  the  said  wharf,  as  to  p"iva[e^"haU  be 

render  and  cause  the  same  to  be  inconvenient,  and  wholly  ^"""<*  «»€ces- 

/.  1  1  /.  .  -IT  sarytobecut 

nnnt  and  useless  for  transporting,    conveying,   landing,  through,  raised, 

"i_*       •  J  J  '*.•  J  J  i_       J*       x*  J.        sunk,  taken,  or 

shipping,  and  depositing  goods  and  merchandize  from,  to,  ,„  ^^l^^j^  injured 
and  at  the  said  wharf:  yet  the  defendants  did  not  nor  as^obeim- 

•'  passable  or  in- 

would,  at  their  own  expense,  cause  another  good  and  svffi-  convenient  for 
dent  wharf  to  be  set  out  and  made  instead  thereof,  as  con-  catTie"  or'atr- 
renient  for  transporting,  conveying,  landing,  shipping,  and  [h"/";n^pjj^'. 
depositing  of  goods  and  merchandize,  as  the  said  wharf  >"K'  conveying, 

.  landing,  ship- 

80  injured  as  aforesaid,  or  as  near  thereto  as  might  be.         ping,  or  depo- 
Pleas — first,   not   guilty  (by   statute);    secondly,    that  gdlds  or  me^r- 
the  plaintiff  was  not  lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  wharf  chandize.  the 

'■  ^  .  .  Company  shall, 

in    the    declaration  mentioned;    on  which  issues  were  at  their  own 

.    .       ,  expense,  before 

joined.  any  such  road, 

quay,  wharf, 
slope,  or  other 
communication  shall  be  cut  through,  raised,  sunk,  taken,  or  injured  as  aforesaid,  cause  another 
good  and  sufficient  road,  quay,  wharf,  slope,  or  other  communication,  as  the  cise  shall  require, 
to  be  Kt  out  and  made  instead  thereof,  as  convenient  for  passengers,  &-c.,  and  for  transporting, 
kc.^  of  goods  and  merchandize,  as  the  said  road,  quay,  wharf,  slope,  or  other  commun. cation  so 
to  be  cut  through,  raised,  sunk,  taken,  or  injured  as  aforesaid,  or  as  near  thereto  as  may  be." 
The  plaintiff  had  a  wharf  on  the  river  Humber,  between  which  and  the  low  water  mark  the 
defendants  constructed  their  railway,  (in  the  line  prescribed  by  the  act  of  Parliament),  thereby 
rendering  the  communication  between  the  wharf  and  the  river  inconvenient  and  dangerous:  — 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff's  wharf  was  thereby  injured  within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  (which 
was  not  confined  to  an  injury  done  bodilf/  to  the  wharf  itself);  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  a 
new  wharf  constructed  for  him  by  the  defendants,  and  wan  not  bound  to  apply  for  compensation 
under  another  section  of  the  act,  which  empowered  a  sheriff's  jury  to  assess  the  sum  payable 
for  any  future  temporary  or  perpetual,  or  recurring  damages,  done  or  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
taking  of  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  acL 

Under  what  circumstances  proprietors  of  the  railway,  who  had  parted  with  their  shares  in 
order  to  become  witnesses  for  the  defendants,  were  competent,  quare, 

VOL.  VI.  AAA  M.  W. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,      The  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last 

1841).         York  assizes^  when  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 

owner  of  a  wharf  adjacent  to  the  river  Humber,  in  the 

Hull  &  selby  town  of  Hull.   The  defendants^  in  pursuance  of  the  powers 

Railway   o.    g^j^j^j-gj  ^q  them  by  their  act  of  Parliament,  constructed  a 

railroad  on  the  foreshore  of  the  Humber,  between  the 
plaintiff^s  wharf  and  low  water  mark.  Before  the  con- 
struction of  this  railway,  vessels  were  able  to  lie  alongside 
the  wharf,  and  there  take  in  their  cargoes ;  but  by  the  in- 
tervention of  the  railway  they  were  prevented  from  doing 
so,  and  could  only  be  loaded  at  great  ihconvenience^  and 
sometimes  at  risk  to  the  cargoes.  Compensation  had  been 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  jury  empannelled  under  the 
26th  section  of  the  act  {a),  who  took  into  consideration 
the  value  of  the  land,  the  increased  expense  necessary  to 
carry  on  the  business  of  the  wharf,  and  the  damage  hkely 
to  be  done  to  the  goods  shipped  from  the  wharf.  The 
plaintiff,  however,  insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  a 
new  wharf  constructed  for  him  by  the  Company,  under 
the  69th  section  of  the  act  {b).     No  part  of  his  land  was 


(a)  Which  empowers  a  jury 
(summoned  and  empannelled  as 
therein  mentioned)  to  assess  da- 
mages in  respect  of  tlie  value  of 
the  land  taken,  "  and  also  the 
sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  way 
of  satisfaction,  either  for  the  da- 
mages which  shall  before  that  time 
have  been  done  or  sustained  as 
aforesaid ;  or  for  the  future  tempo- 
rary or  perpetual,  or  for  any  re- 
curring damages,  which  may  be  so 
done  or  sustained  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  cause  or  occasion  of  which 
shall  have  been  in  part  only  obvi- 
ated, removed,  or  repaired  by  the 
said  com})any;  which  satisfaction 
or  compensation  for  such  damage 
or  loss  shall  be  inquired  into  and 


assessed  separately  and  distinctly 
from  the  value  of  the  lands  so  to  be 
taken  or  used  as  aforesaid.'* 

(b)  Which  enacts,  •*  that  in  afl 
cases  in  which,  in  the  exercise  of 
any  of  the  powers  thereby  grant- 
ed, any  part  of  any  carriage,  horse, 
or  foot  road,  railway  or  tram  road, 
quay,  ttharf,  slope,  or  other  com- 
munication,  either  public  or  pri- 
vate, shall  be  found  necessary  to 
be  cut  through,  raised,  sunk,  taken, 
or  so  much  injured  at  to  be  imptf 
table  or  inconvenient  for  passen- 
gers, cattle,  or  carriages,  or  for  tite 
transporting,  conveying,  lamii»^ 
thippitifft  or  depositing  ofanygooit 
or  merchandize,  the  said  Company 
shall,  at  their  own  expense,  before 


\ 


TRINITY   TEBM^   3  VICT. 


701 


cut  through,  unless  the  foreshore  of  the  river  could  he  E*eh.  of  puat, 
considered  as  belonging  to  him.  v   ^^^'   . 

The  defendants  called  as  a  witness,  at  the  trial,  one         ^^^^ 
James  Walker,  one  of  the  proprietors  incorporated  by  Hull&  selby 
name  in  the  act  of  Parliament.     He  was  examined  on  the    ^^'^^^^  ^^' 
voir  dire,  and  stated  in  substance,  that  he  had  230  shares 
in  the  railway;   that  having  been  requested  to  transfer 
them,  for  the  purpose  of  being  qualified  as  a  witness,  he 
had  transferred  them  to  a  Mr.  Parker :  that  nothing  was 
said   about  their  being   returned,  although  he  believed 
there  was  an  understanding  to  that  effect :  that  he  consi- 
dered the  return  of  the  shares  to  depend  on  Mr.  Parker's 
honour,  but  that  he  would  have  taken  proceedings  to  com- 
pel the  re- transfer  of  them.     The  learned  Judge,  consider- 
ing the  transfer  of  the  shares  to  be  merely  colourable,  re- 
jected the  witness  as  being  still  interested.    He  also  rejected 
four  other  witnesses  who   appeared  to   stand   in  nearly 
similar  circumstances  with  the  witness  Walker.     And  his 
lordship  left  three  questions  to  the  jury:  first,  whether 
the  defendants  had  given  the  plaintiff  as  good  a  communi- 
cation as  he  had  before ;  secondly,  whether  he  had  already 
received  compensation  in  respect  of  his  present  claim ;  and 
thirdly,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  foreshore 
in  front  of  his  wharf.     The  jury  found  the  first  two  ques- 
tions in  the  negative,  and  the  third  in  the  affirmative ;  and 
the  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with 
nominal  damages. 

In  Easter  Term,  Starkie  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 


any  fuch  road,  quay,  wharf,  slope, 
or  other  communication  shall  he 
cut  through,  raised,  sunk,  taken, 
or  injured  as  aforesaid,  cause  an- 
other good  and  tmfficient  road,  quay, 
wharf,  slope,  or  other  communica- 
tion (as  the  case  may  require)  to  he 
set  out  and  made  instead  thereof, 
ai  oanvenient  for  paasengers,  cat- 


tle, and  carriages,  and  for  trans- 
porting, conveying,  landing,  ship- 
ping, or  depositing  of  goods  or  mer« 
chandize,  as  the  said  road,  quay, 
wharf,  slope,  or  other  communica- 
tion so  to  be  cut  through,  raised, 
sunk,  taken,  or  injured  as  aforesaid, 
or  as  near  thereto  as  may  be." 
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Exeh,  V  P^tu$  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  on  two  grounds : 

'    ^     first,  that  the  69th  section  of  the  act  did  not,  under  the  cir- 

Bell         cumstances,  impose  on  the  defendants  the  obligation  of 

Hull  &  Selbt  making  a  new  wharf  for  the  plaintiff,  but  only  of  making 

R.AVT  IV  A  V    ^^#\ 

for  him  an  equally  commodious  communication  to  the  old 
wharf:  and  secondly,  that  Walker  was  improperly  rejected 
as  a  witness.     In  this  term, 

Cresswell,  Alexander,  and  Martin,  shewed  cause. — ^The 
plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  new  wharf,  under  the  69th 
section  of  the  act  of  Parliament ;  his  ''  communication'^ 
has  been  ''injured,^'  and  rendered  '' inconvenient  for  the 
shipping  of  goods  and  merchandize,^'  within  the  very 
words  of  that  section.  It  is  not  necessary  for  this  purpose 
that  any  portion  of  his  soil  should  have  been  actuaUy  cut 
through  or  taken  away ;  it  is  sufficient,  if  the  access  to  his 
wharf  has  been  made  either  impassable  or  inconvenient  bf 
the  construction  of  the  railroad.  Secondly,  the  witness 
Walker  was  rightly  rejected,  as  being  interested  in  the  re- 
sult of  the  suit.  Although  he  had  transferred  his  legtd  in- 
terest in  his  shares,  he  still  retained,  under  the  circum- 
stances admitted  by  him,  an  equitable  interest  in  them: 
the  transferee  would  be  a  trustee  for  him,  and  would  ha?e 
been  injoined  by  a  decree  in  equity  to  retransfer  the 
shares  to  him.  But  further,  it  was  a  matter  for  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  upon  the  facts  elicited  on 
the  voir  dire,  whether  the  witness  retained  an  interest  in 
the  shares,  which  rendered  him  incompetent ;  and  even  if 
he  has  come  to  a  wrong  conclusion  upon  them,  it  is  a 
question  whether  the  Court  above  can  review  his  opinion. 
[Alderson,  B. — ^The  point  could  not  be  raised  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  but  surely  it  may  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
Suppose  a  Judge  at  *Nisi  Prius  were  to  decide  that  certain 
facts  amounted  to  a  sufficient  search  for  a  document,  to  let 
in  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents;  if  the  Court  abore 
should  think  those  £acts  did  not  constitute  a  sufficient 
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search^  would  it  not  be  competent  to  them  to  overrule  the  Bxeh,  of  pum. 
decision  of  the  Judge?]     But  the  authorities  shew  that  a  ^  '  ^ 

deed,  executed  for  such  a  purpose  as  this  was,  is  invalid  al-  Bell 
together.  In  Birch  v.  Blagrave  (a),  a  conveyance  made  to  Hull  &  Selby 
avoid  being  sheriff  of  London,  was  held  to  be  wholly  in- 
operative. Ward  V.  Lants  (6)  is  to  the  same  effect.  The 
party  may  not,  indeed,  be  competent  to  set  up  his  own 
fraud  to  avoid  his  own  deed ;  Doe  d.  Roberts  y.  Roberts  {c) ; 
but  here  the  objection  comes  from  a  third  party,  against 
whose  interest  the  colourable  deed  is  used.  In  Parker  v. 
Whitby  {d),  a  person  who  admitted  that  he  conceived  him- 
self bound  in  honour,  though  not  legally,  to  contribute  to 
the  expenses  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  was  held  nevertheless 
to  be  a  competent  witness  for  that  party ;  but  there  there 
clearly  was  no  interest,  either  legal  or  equitable. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUett,  Starkie,  Raines,  and  R.  C.  Hildycerd, 
contra. — First,  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  69th 
section  is,  that  the  word  "  injured"  should  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  preceding  words,  ^'  cut  through, 
raised,  sunk,  taken,"  all  of  which  are  applicable  only  to 
the  case  where  the  property  of  the  party  is  taken  or 
affected  by  some  bodily  injury  done  directly  to  itself.  The 
general  class  to  which  the  remedy  provided  by  that  section 
is  to  apply,  is  an  intercepted  communication — the  previous 
words,  "  road,  quay,  wharf,  slope,"  are  only  instances  of  such 
communication.  Here,  the  wharf  itself  is  not  cut  through, 
raised,  sunk,  or  taken ;  neither  is  it  injured,  in  the  sense 
in  which  that  word  is  used  in  this  clause,  viz.  with  relation 
to  an  injury  by  some  bodily  act,  as  it  were,  done  by  the 
thing  itself  which  is  the  subject  of  complaint ;  it  is  only 
the  communication  to  the  wharf,  along  the  foreshore,  which 
is  so  injured.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  is  not  entitled  to 
have  a  new  wharf  constructed  for  him,  but  only  to  have 

(a)  Ambl.  264.  (c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  367. 

(6)  Free,  in  Chan.  182.  {d)  Turn.  &  Rusi.  366. 
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£xeh.  of  PUatf  his  intercepted  communication  thereto  restored  to  its  for- 

mer  state  of  convenience.     That  which  is  the  subject  of 


restoration,  is  the  thing  to  which  the  actual  bodily  injary 
Hull  &  Selbt  is  done.     The  line  of  this  railway  is  fixed  by  act  of  ParUa- 
AiLWAT   o.    j^^^^ ,  ^^^  j|.  ^o,j(j  be  very  unreasonable  to  compel  the 

company  to  erect  a  new  wharf,  where  the  present  wharf  is 
untouched,  and  the  access  to  it  only  is  affected  by  the  nil- 
way.  The  plaintiff's  remedy  for  the  loss  sustained  thereby 
is  provided  by  the  26th  section,  under  which  he  was  bound 
to  seek  compensation :  Rex  v.  Pease  (a).  Hex  t.  L/mdm 
Dock  Company  [b). 

Secondly,  the  witness  was  competent,  inasmuch  as  he 
had,  by  the  instrument  of  conveyance,  divested  himself  of 
all  interest  in  the  shares,  both  legal  and  equitable.  The 
point  to  be  considered  is  the  operation  of  the  instrument 
in  law,  not  the  intention^  still  less  the  expectation,  of  the 
party  in  making  it.  The  Court  of  Chancery  would  not 
direct  a  reconveyance  of  property  transferred  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  the  conveying  party  a  witness,  in  fraud  of 
a  Court  of  justice.  Howes  v.  Leader  (c),  and  Doe  d.  RoberU 
V.  Roberts,  are  clear  authorities  to  shew  that  this  deed  wii 
valid,  as  against  the  witness,  as  well  in  equity  as  at  law. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  a  few  dap 
afterwards  by 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — In  this  case  the  plaintiff  d^ 
clared,  that  at  the  passing  of  an  act  of  Parliament  for 
making  a  railway  from  Hull  to  Selby,  he  was  possessed  of 
a  wharf  on  the  river  Humber;  that  the  defendants^  the 
proprietors  of  the  railway,  so  injured  this  wharf  as  to  ren- 

(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  SO.  {h)  5  Ad.  &  £11.  161 ;  6  Nev.  &  M.  S^- 

(c)  Cro.  Jac.  270 ;  Yclv.  196. 
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der  it   inconvenient   for   the  landing   and    shipping  of  ^*c*-  of  Pleat, 
goods^  and  that  they  had  refused  to  make  and  set  out  for  ^  '  ^ 

him  another  wharf  instead  thereof,  as  convenient  for  the  ^^^^ 
landing  and  shipping  of  goods  as  the  one  so  injured.  To  Hull  h  Sblbt 
this  declaration  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty  (by 
the  statute) ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed 
of  the  wharf  as  of  his  own  property.  On  the  latter  issue, 
the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  verdict ;  but  the  main 
question  in  the  esse  arises  on  the  general  issue.  This 
point  depends  on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
69th  section  of  the  act  of  Parliament  in  question,  the  6 
Will.  4,  c.  Ixxx.  It  was  contended  for  the  defendants,  on 
the  argument,  that  the  injury  to  the  wharf  which  was, 
tinder  that  clause,  to  be  compensated  by  the  erection  of  a 
new  wharf,  must  be  an  injury  done  by  acts  ejusdem  gene- 
ris with  those  specifically  mentioned  in  the  clause — such  as 
by  "  cutting  through,  raising,  sinking,  or  taking  away^' 
the  wharf  itself,  and  must  have  reference  to  some  bodily 
injury  done  directly  to  the  wharf.  We  think,  however, 
that  such  is  not  the  right  construction  of  the  act.  A  liberal 
interpretation  ought  to  be  put  upon  clauses  of  this  kind. 
The  plaintiff's  wharf  has  been  rendered  comparatively  in- 
accessible, and  its  usefulness  for  the  landing  and  shipping 
of  goods  nearly  destroyed,  by  the  railroad  which  now  cuts 
it  off  from  the  river :  and  it  would  surely  be  putting  a 
most  unreasonably  strict  construction  on  the  act  of  Par- 
liament, to  say  that  the  wharf  is  not  thereby  very  con- 
siderably injured.  The  26th  section  of  the  act  does  not 
afford  the  plaintiff  the  remedy  he  requires  and  is  entitled 
to.  If  the  case,  therefore,  rested  here,  the  plaintiff  would, 
on  the  construction  which  we  think  the  act  of  Parliament 
ought  to  receive,  be  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered 
for  him  on  the  first  issue.  The  next  question  is,  how  far 
the  case  is  altered  by  the  alleged  compensation  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff  before  the  sheriff.  That  question,  how- 
ever, does  not  arise  on  these  pleadings.    The  case  would 
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Bieh.  of  Pleat,  have  been  different,  if  the  defendants  had  paid  a  shilling 

^  '    ^     into  Court,  and  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  no 

BeLL         further  damage:  as  it  is,  there  is  no  issue  which  raises  the 

r. 

Hull  &  Sclbt  question.    The  last  point  is  as  to  the  rejection  of  the  evi- 
AiLWAY    o.    jgj^^g  Qf  certain  of  the  proprietors  of  the  railway.    The 

principle  of  law  relating  to  this  point  is  clear  enough;  the 
only  difficulty  is  its  application  to  the  present  case.  If 
the  witnesses  have  really  parted  with  all  legal  and  equit- 
able interest,  they  are  competent;  otherwise  they  are  not 
Now  this  fact  is  left  in  some  degree  of  ambiguity  on  the 
notes  of  the  learned  Judge.  Some  of  the  witnesses  appear 
to  have  parted  with  one  interest,  others  with  both.  Why 
they  should  have  been  tendered  as  witnesses  it  is  difficult 
to  see,  because  their  evidence  does  not  appear  to  be  capable 
of  throwing  any  light  upon  the  construction  of  the  act  of 
Parliament.  Upon  the  whole,  however,  as  there  appean 
to  be  a  doubt  whether  the  witnesses,  or  at  least  all  of  theni, 
were  properly  rejected  as  incompetent,  we  think  the  rale 
must  be  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Exeh,  of  Pletu, 
1840. 


The  Edinburgh,  Leith,  and  Newhaven  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Hebblewhite. 


D 


EBT  for  two  calls  of  £2  each,  upon  forty  shares  in  By  the  Edin- 

the  above  Company,  of  which  the  declaration  stated  the  Raifway  Act! 

defendant  to  be  the   owner  and  proprietor,  the  declara-  ^  txL^s^'so'it 

tion  being  in  the  general  form  given  by  the  act  of  Parlia-  "  provided, 

o      -f  -riTMi       A  •  ^r\  /    \  -r\i  nit  that  ID  actioilf 

ment,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cxxi.  s.  50(a).  Fleas — first,  that  by  the  Com- 
pany for  calls, 
it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient  to  allege,  that  the  defendant,  being  a  proprietor  of  so  many  shares,  is  indebted  to  the  Com- 
pany in  such  sum  of  money  upon  such  shares  belonging  to  him,  whereby  a  right  of  action  hath 
accrued  to  the  Company  by  virtue  of  this  act,  without  setting  out  the  special  matter :  and  in 
•uch  action  it  shall  only  be  necessary  to  prove  that  the  defendant  was  a  proprietor  at  the  time  of 
making  the  calls,  that  they  were  in  fact  made,  and  that  notice  thereof  was  given  according  to 
the  acL  To  a  declaration  in  the  general  form  given  by  this  clause,  the  defendant  pleaded  pleas 
denying  notice  of  the  calls  purbuaiit  to  the  act,  and  concluding  with  a  verification: — //r///,  that 
the  allegation  of  notice,  that  being  a  fact  necessary  to  be  proved  in  order  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiffs to  recover,  must  be  taken  to  be  impliedly  contained  in  the  declaration,  by  reference  to  the 
act  of  Parliament ;  and  therefore  that  the  pleax,  being  in  denial  of  a  matter  necessarily  implied 
In  the  declaration,  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the  country  and  not  with  a  verification,  and  were 
on  that  ground  bad  on  special  demurrer. 

Semblft  that  in  such  case,  the  plea  of  not  indebted  would  sufficiently  put  in  issue  all  the  mat- 
ters required  by  the  act  to  be  proved  in  support  of  the  action. 

By  another  section  of  the  act,  (s.  49),  the  directors  were  empowered  to  make  the  calls  in 
manner  therein  mentioned,  and  to  sue  for  them,  in  case  of  nonpayment,  by  action  of  debt ;  or 
otherwise,  in  their  option,  the  proprietors  neglecting  to  pay  the  same  should  forfeit  all  their 
•hares  for  the  benefit  of  the  Company :  provided,  that  no  advantage  should  be  taken  of  any  sucb 
forfeiture,  until  notice  thereof  given  to  the  proprietor  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  nor  unless 
the  same  should  be  declared  to  be  forfeited  at  some  general  or  special  meeting  of  the  Com- 
pany within  six  months  after  such  forfeiture  should  happen,  which  declaration  should  ipso  jure 
be  a  forfeiture  of  the  shares.  To  an  action  of  debt  for  calls,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  by  rea- 
son of  having  neglected  to  pay  calls  on  his  shares,  they  were,  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  declared 
by  the  directors  to  be  forfeited,  and  the  directors  exercised  and  declared  their  option,  according 
to  the  act,  that  the  same  should  be  forfeited,  and  the  same  then  became  and  were  forfeited,  of 
which  the  defendant  had  due  notice,  and  acquiesced  in  the  forfeiture: — Heldf  on  special  de- 
murrer, that  the  plea  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the  shares  were  declared  to  be  forfeited  at 
a  general  or  special  meeting  of  the  Company,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 


(a)  Sect  50.  "  In  any  action  or 
suit  brought  by  the  said  Company, 
in  the  manner  hereinafter  directed, 
against  any  proprietor  or  proprie- 
tors of  any  share  or  shares  in  the 
said  Company,  to  recover  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  due  and  payable 
to  the  said  Company,  for  or  by  reason 
of  any  call  or  calls  made  by  virtue  of 
this  act,  it  shall  be  sufficient  for 
the  said  Company  to  declare  and 


allege,  that  the  defendant  or  de- 
fendants, being  a  proprietor  or  pro- 
prietors of  such  or  so  many  share 
or  shares  in  the  said  Company,  is 
or  are  indebted  to  the  said  Compa- 
ny in  such  sum  or  sums  of  money, 
upon  such  or  so  many  share  or  shares 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  as  the 
case  may  happen  to  be,  whereby  a 
right  of  action  or  suit  hath  accrued 
to  the  said  Company,  by  virtue  of 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  the  defendant  was  not  nor  is  indebted  in  manner  and 
^  •  ^     form,    fee.;   secondly,   that   no   notice   of  the   respective 

Edinburgh  calls  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  or  of  any  part  thereof, 
Railv^ayCo.  was  given  in  manner  and  form  as  required  by  the  said 
Hebblewbitb.  *^^  ^f  Parliament : — ^verification ;  thirdly,  that  the  direc- 
tors did  not  appoint  any  time  or  times  or  manner  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  calls,  or  any  of  them,  nor  any 
bank  or  bankers  at  which  or  to  whom  the  same,  or  any 
of  them,  might  or  were  to  be  paid,  as  in  and  by  the  said 
act  in  that  behalf  directed: — verification;  fourthly,  that 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  13th 
of  December,  1839,  by  reason  of  the  defendant,  as  such 
proprietor  as  aforesaid,  having  neglected  and  refused  to 
pay  his  rateable  and  proportionable  share  of  money  called 
for  in  respect  of  the  said  respective  shares,  according  to 
the  said  act  of  Parliament,  being  the  said  calls  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  for  the  space  of  two  calendar  months 
and  more,  theretofore  elapsed  after  the  time  in  that  be- 
half fixed  for  payment  thereof,  the  said  shares  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  were  and  each  of  them  was,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said'  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament 
in  that  behalf,  declared  by  the  directors  of  the  said  Com- 
pany to  be  forfeited ;  and  the  said  directors  then  exercised 
and  declared  their  option,  according  to  the  said  act  of  Par- 
liament, that  the  same  should  be  forfeited,  and  the  same 
respectively,  to  wit,  then  became  and  were  forfeited,  of 
which  the  defendant,  to  wit,  then  had  due  notice,  accord- 

this  act,  without  setting  forth  the  without  pro\nng  the  appointment 
special  matter ;  and  in  such  action  of  the  directors  who  made  such  call 
or  suit,  it  shall  be  only  necessary  to  or  calls,  or  other  matters  whatso- 
prove  that  the  defendant  or  defend-  ever,  and  the  said  Company  shall 
ants,  at  the  time  of  making  such  call  thereupon  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
or  calls,  was  or  were  a  proprietor  or  said  call  or  calls  which  shall  ap- 
proprietors  of  some  share  or  shares  pear  to  be  due,  and  the  legal  inter- 
in  the  said  Company,  and  that  such  est  which  shall  be  due  thereon,  and 
call  or  calls  was  or  were  in  fact  ibe  expenses  that  may  be  incurred 
made,  and  that  such  notice  thereof  in  prosecuting  for  and  recovering 


waa  given  as  ia  directed  by  tbit  act,      the  same. 


if 


0. 

Hebblewhite. 
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ing  to  the  said  act  of  Parliament  and  the  provisions  thereof,        1840. 
and,  to  wit,  then  assented  thereto  and  acquiesced  in  the     Edinburgh 
said  forfeiture : — ^verification ;  fifthly,  that  this  action  was       &  Leith 

_      -  _         "  -  /.         /.    1  .1     Railway  Co. 

commenced  after  a  certain  sale  and  transfer  of  the  said 
respective  shares  theretofore  made  by  the  defendant,  the 
then  proprietor  thereof,  without  his  having  paid  or  dis- 
charged divers  large  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  £100,  which  had 
theretofore,  and  before  such  sale  and  transfer,  been  duly 
called  for  upon  the  said  respective  shares,  and  upon  each 
of  which  said  respective  shares  there  was  at  the  time  of 
such  sale  and  transfer  a  large  sum  of  money,  part  of 
the  sum  of  £100,  respectively  due,  and  that  such  sale  and 
transfer  was  made  after  the  passing  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  passing 
of  another  act  of  Parliament  concerning  the  said  Company, 
passed  the  1st  of  July,  1839,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  Septem- 
ber, 1838,  whereby,  and  according  to  the  said  first-men- 
tioned act  of  Parliament,  the  same  shares  became  and 
were  forfeited ;  of  all  of  which  premises  the  plaintiffs,  to 
wit,  on  the  said  1st  of  September,  1838,  had  notice,  and 
the  said  forfeiture  in  this  plea  mentioned  was,  to  wit,  then, 
in  all  respects  duly  ratified  and  declared,  in  the  manner  in 
the  said  first-mentioned  act  of  Parliament  in  that  behalf 
directed : — ^verification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  2nd,  3rd,  4th,  and  5th  pleas : 
assigning  as  causes  of  objection  to  each  of  them,  "  that 
it  amounts  to  the  general  issue,  and  ought  to  have  con- 
cluded to  the  country,  and  is  neither  a  denial,  nor  a  suffi- 
cient nor  proper  confession  and  avoidance,  of  any  matters 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  &c.  /^  and,  in  addition,  to  the 
4th  and  5th  pleas  respectively,  '^  that  it  is  an  informal  and 
improper  denial  of  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that 
the  defendant  was  the  owner  and  proprietor  of  shares  in 
the  Company,  as  therein  alleged,  and  that  the  plea  does  not 
state  that  the  said  shares  were  declared  to  be  forfeited  at 
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Bxeh.  of  Piiot,  record  a  plea  professing  to  traverse  a  fact  which  is  notal- 
'     legcd.     In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  would 
Edinburgh     clearly  be  a  bad  plea  to  say  that  the  goods  were  not  sold 
Railway  Co.   or  delivered.     So  here,  the  material  fact  in  dispute  is, 
HiBBLBWBiTB.  ^hcthcr,  undcr  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  is  in- 
debted for  calls;  and  the  prior  circumstances  on  which 
that  fact  depends,  are  in  the  nature  only  of  inducement 
It  is  difficult  to  say  whether   the  plea  professes  to  be 
pleaded  in  denial,  or  in  confession  and  avoidance :  if  in  de- 
nial, it  is  bad  for  concluding  with  a  verification,  and  not  to 
the  country ;  if  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it  is  also  bad, 
because,  instead  of  confessing  a  right  of  action,  it  denies 
it,  by  shewing  that  no  debt  ever  accrued  by  reason  of  the 
want  of  notice.     [Lord  Alnnger,  C.  B. — The  declaration  is 
not  sufficient  without  the  aid  of  the  act  of  Parliament; 
then  is  not  the  act  substantially  a  part  of  the  declaration? 
and  if  so,  must  it  not  be  taken  to  have  alleged  notice?] 
If  that  be  so,  then  the  plea  ought  to  have  concluded  to  the 
country.     But  it  is  submitted,  that  the  performance  of  the 
conditions  imposed  by  the  statute  is  matter  of  evidence^ 
which  ought  not  to  be  traversed  by  the  plea.     The  same 
observations  apply  to  the  third  plea  as  to  the  second.    The 
fourth  and  fifth  pleas  are  bad,  inasmuch  as  they  go  to 
shew  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  proprietor  at  the  time 
of  action  brought,  and  therefore  that  no  right  of  action 
existed  against  him.    The  fourth  plea  is  bad  also  for  not 
averring  that  the   directors   exercised  the   option  given 
them  by  the  49th  section,  and  declared  the  shares  to  be 
forfeited  at  a  general  or  special  meeting  of  the  Company. 

Crompton,  contra. — In  actions  of  debt  on  statute,  thee 
is^  strictly  speaking,  no  general  issue.  The  pleading  mlei 
of  Hil.  T.  4,  Will.  4,  tit.  "  Covenant  and  Debt,'*  provide, 
that  ^^  the  plea  of  nil  debet  shall  not  be  allowed  in  any 
action/^  and  ^'in  actions  of  debt  on  simple  contract,  other 
than  on  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  the  de- 
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fendant  may  plead  that  he  never  was  indebted  in  manner  Bxeh.  of  puat, 
and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged^  and  snch  plea  ^  ^^*  ^ 
shall  have  the  same  operation  as  the  plea  of  non  assump^  Edinburgh 
sit,^*  &c.  "  In  other  actions  of  debt,  in  which  the  plea  of  nil  Rajlwat  Co. 
debet  has  hitherto  been  allowed^  including  those  on  bills  n  '* 
of  exchange  and  promissory  notes^  the  defendant  shall  deny 
specifically  some  particular  matter  of  fact  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  or  plead  specially  in  confession  and  avoidance. 
It  is  true,  that  in  the  present  case,  the  facts  denied  by  the 
pleas  do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  but  that 
is  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of  the  50th  section  of  the 
act ;  and  there  being  no  general  issue  in  debt  on  statute, 
the  defendant  is  compelled  to  shew  them  by  plea.  It  is 
said  the  pleas  should  have  concluded  to  the  country. 
Where  there  are  a  direct  affirmative  and  a  negative,  the 
plea  ought,  no  doubt,  to  conclude  to  the  country :  Com. 
Dig.  Pleader  (E.  32) ;  2  Saund.  337,  n.  (1) ;  1  Saund. 
103  a,  n.  (3).  But  it  is  also  laid  down,  that  where  the  de- 
fendant selects  one  out  of  many  averments  in  a  plea,  he 
may  traverse  that  fact,  and  conclude  with  a  verification. 
Here,  by  the  general  form  of  declaration  allowed  by  the 
act,  great  difficulty  is  thrown  on  the  defendant :  but  as  the 
plea  discloses  matter  not  before  alleged,  it  properly  con- 
cludes with  a  verification.  The  plea  cannot  be  considered 
in  denial,  since  it  states  a  fact  nowhere  averred.  [Alder- 
son,  B. — Is  it  in  confession  and  avoidance?  It  does  not 
admit  a  debt.]  It  confesses  the  matter  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  and  avoids  it  by  shewing  non-performance 
of  the  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue  upon  the 
contract.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  is  an  action  of  debt 
founded  on  the  original  contract  between  the  parties,  viz. 
to  pay  upon  the  calls  being  duly  made.  The  clause  which 
gives  the  form  of  declaration  proceeds  upon  the  contract 
between  the  parties.  Is  not  this,  therefore,  debt  on  sim- 
ple contract?]  The  statute  does  not  declare  it  to  be  so; 
and  by  the  49th  section,  certain  requisites  are  to  be  per- 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  formed  before  the  right  of  action  accrues  at  all.    Besides, 
1840.  ^     j^Q  action  of  debt  at  common  law  would  lie,  because  the 
Bdinri-rob     parties  are  partners  :  it  is  therefore  an  action  entirely  given 
Railway  Co.    ^7  statute.     The  pleadings  are  like  those  in  an  action  on 
••  a  recognizance  of  bail,  where  the  defendant  may  plead  no 

ca.  sa.  sued  out  against  the  principal,  and  the  plaintiff  re- 
plies by  setting  it  out.     [Alderaon,  B. — ^Must  not  the  de- 
claration be  considered  as  containing  the  averments  whidi 
the  49th  section  requires  to  be  proved,  in  order  to  sustain 
the  action?    If  so,  it  would  involve  in  it  the  fact  of  notice. 
But  that  section  says  nothing  about  the  place  of  payment: 
therefore  your  third  plea  may,  perhaps,  be  bad,  and  the 
second  good.]     With  regard  to  the  case  in  the  Court  d 
Common  Fleas,  the  Court  decided  nothing  as  to  the  sufiS- 
ciency  of  the  pleas  themselves,  but  only  whether  such 
pleas  should  be  pleaded  together.     Then  as  to  the  fourth 
plea :  that  shews  new  matter,  by  disclosing  the  fact  that 
the  shares  are  forfeited,  and  therefore  that  the  directon 
have  no  longer  any  right  to  sue  for  the  calls  upon  tbem. 
The  49th  section  does  not  warrant  any  action  after  any 
step  has  been  taken  towards  the  forfeiture  of  the  shares. 
It  is  said  that  the  plea  does  not  aver  that  the  directors  ex- 
ercised their  option  as  allowed  by  the  49th  section,  by  de- 
claring the  shares  forfeitcjd  at  a  general  or  special  meeting: 
but  that  is  a  matter  which  is  peculiarly  within  their  knoir- 
ledge,  and  need  not,  according  to  the  rules  of  pleading,  be 
averred  by  the  defendant.  The  plea  is  suflRcient,  by  stating 
that  the  shares  were  declared  to  be  forfeited  according  to 
the  act,  that  the  directors  exercised  their  option  according 
to  the  act,  and  that  the  defendant  had  notice  thereof,  and 
acquiesced  in  the  forfeiture. 

Cowling,  in  reply. — The  argument  on  the  other  side,  as 
to  the  first  point,  rests  mainly  on  the  supposition  that 
there  is  now  no  plea  of  the  general  issue  in  debt  on  statute: 


TEINITY  TEBM^   3  VICT.  715 

but  it  was  decided  by  this  Court  in  Earl  Spencer  v.  Swan-  Eieh.  of  PUat, 
well  [a),  that  notwithstanding  the  new  rules,  nil  debet  is  '   ^ 

still  a  good  plea  to  debt  on  a  penal  statute.     [Alderson,     Edinburgh 
B. — ^That  was  a  plea  of  nil  debet  given  by  statute.]     K   Railway  Co. 
these  pleas  amount  to  a  traverse,  they  ought  to  conclude  hebilewhite, 
to  the  country :  and  if  the  declaration  impliedly  states  no- 
tice, then  the  pleas  do  amount  to  a  traverse.     The  defend- 
ant ought  to  have  traversed  the  main  averment,  of  his  being 
indebted.      How  then  are  they  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance?    It  is  inconsistent  to  say,  by  way  of  avoidance, 
that  there  was  no  notice;    because  the   confession,  ad- 
mitting that  the  defendant  was  indebted,  admits  that  there 
was  notice.      If  there  is  a  good  confession,  the  avoidance 
is  repugnant  to  it.     The  pleas,  therefore,  are  either  bad 
in  confession  and  avoidance,  because  they   avoid  repug- 
nantly to  their  confession ;  or  bad  as  a  traverse,  for  not 
concluding  to  the  country. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  Court  were  much  disposed, 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  to  come  to  a  diflFerent  con- 
clusion; but,  on  consideration,  we  think  there  must  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiflFs  on  all  the  pleas.  With  respect  to 
the  fourth  plea,  it  is  clear  that  the  directors  have  no  right 
both  to  declare  the  shares  forfeited,  and  also  to  sue  for  the 
calls ;  the  proviso  in  the  49th  section  only  allows  them  an 
alternative.  But  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  sufficiently 
illeged  in  the  plea  that  the  directors  have  exercised  their 
)ption  of  declaring  the  shares  forfeited.  On  looking 
dosely  into  the  act,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  bind- 
ng  forfeiture,  unless  it  be  declared  by  the  directors  at  a  ge- 
leral  or  special  meeting  of  the  company,  within  six  months. 
\!he  plea  not  stating  this,  which  is  so  distinctly  required 
>y  the  act,  does  not  shew  a  sufficient  defence  to  the  ac- 
ion. 

But  the  second  plea  has  occasioned  considerable  doubt 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  154. 
VOL.  YI.  B  B  B  M.  W. 
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Bjteh.  of  puoB,  and  perplexity  in  the  mind  of  the  Court,  principally  firon 

.   ^      ^     a  desire  to  do  justice  to  the  defendant,  and  yet  to  respec 

Edinburgh     the  established  rules  of  pleading.      By  the  rules  of  plead 

Railway  Co.    ing,  a  defendant  cannot  traverse  any  matter  not  allied  o 

Hbbbliwhitb.  necessarily  implied  in  the  declaration.      On   the  otbe 

hand,  it  is  equally  clear  that  a  plea  in  denial  must  cod 
elude  to  the  country.  Now  here  the  declaration  does  no 
allege  notice  of  the  calls,  that  being  rendered  unnecessar 
by  the  statute ;  and  yet  it  is  a  fact  material  to  the  main 
tenance  of  the  action.  Then  it  is  contended,  that  eithe 
the  plea  ought  not  to  traverse  a  fact  not  alleged  in  the  de 
claration ;  or  that,  if  notice  be  a  matter  necessarily  implie 
in  the  declaration,  the  plea  ought  to  conclude  to  the  coun 
try,  and  not  with  a  verification.  There  is  certainly  grei 
difficulty  in  reconciling  the  act  of  Parliament  with  the  nei 
rules.  The  fourth  rule  requires,  that  in  actions  of  debt 
in  which  the  plea  of  nil  debet  has  been  hitherto  allowec 
the  defendant  shall  deny  specifically  some  particular  nud 
ter  of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration,  or  plead  specially  i 
confession  and  avoidance.  In  this  declaration,  taken  b 
i  itself,  no  matter  of  fact  is  alleged,  except  that  the  defend 

k  ant  is  indebted  in  a  certain  sum  for  calls  :  but  all  the  mal 

I 

'  ters  which  are  necessary  to  maintain  that  allegation  are  b 

the  act  required  to  be  proved.  The  declaration  would  be  ba 
at  common  law,  and  is  only  rendered  good  by  the  exprei 
enactment  of  the  statute.  It  appears,  then,  that  in  ordc 
to  make  the  declaration  good,  the  act  must  be  referred  t< 
and  it  must  be  taken  that  the  declaration  includes  all  tb 
facts  necessary  to  be  proved  by  the  plaintiffs  in  support  c 
it,  and  among  them  the  averment  of  notice  to  the  defend 

ant.     The  case  then  falls  within  the  fourth  rule,  which  re 

it 

quires  the  defendant,  in  actions  of  debt  other  than  simpl< 
contract,  to  deny  some  particular  fact  alleged  in  the  declar- 
ation. If  the  declaration  had  contained  an  averment  oi 
notice,  that  would  have  been  admitted,  unless  denied  hj 
the  plea.      The  result  is,  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  con- 
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eluded  to  the  eountry,  and  is  therefore  bad  on  that  special  JS^rch.  of  PUat, 
ground.  J!^ 

• 

The  third  and  fifth  pleas  are  in  substance  the  same  as     Edinburgh 

.  &  Lkith 

the  second  and  fourth^  and  it  is  therefore  unnecessaiy  to    Railwat  Co. 
advert  particularly  to  them.  Hebblbwbite. 

Alderson^  B. — ^I  quite  agree.  The  difficulty  in  this 
case  has  arisen  in  a  great  measure  from  allowing  the  plea 
^that  the  defendant  was  not  nor  is  indebted'^  together 
with  the  plea  denying  notice.  The  averment  that  the  de- 
fendant is  not  indebted  must  be  considered  as  supplied  by 
denying  all  those  facts  which  the  statute  has  required  to 
be  proved  as  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover : 
but  the  proper  mode  of  pleading  is  to  traverse  the  allega- 
tion in  terms.  I  cannot  suppose^  however^  that  the  act  in- 
tended to  preclude  the  party  from  pleading  specially  matter 
of  defence  ex  post  facto.  If  he  be  a  proprietor — ^if  the  calls 
have  been  made  in  point  of  fact — ^and  if  notice  have  been 
given  of  them^  he  is  liable  to  pay^  and  can  have  no  defence 
except  by  matter  subsequent ;  and  that,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
he  may  shew  by  plea. 

With  respect  to  the  fourth  plea,  I  think  it  does  not  con- 
tain a  sufficient  statement  to  amount  to  a  defence,  because 
it  does  not  shew  that  the  company,  at  a  general  meeting, 
have  adopted  the  act  of  the  directors  in  forfeiting  the 
•hares,  which  is  necessary  to  make  it  binding  on  the  com- 
pany. 


Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiffii. 


B  B  B  2 
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Ezeh.  of  Phatf 
1840. 

Hill  v.  Maesden. 

The  pidntiff  i^OYENANT  on  an  indenture  of  lease,  for  not  keeping  ii 

ezcuM  for  not  repair  certain  premises  and  furniture  demised  by  the  plaintij 

T'^^d^  /'tha?  *^  ^^®  defendant,  pursuant  to  the  covenant  contained  there 

it  wM  **  in  the  in.    The  declaration  stated  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &e 

cerutn  persons,  hj  a  Certain  indenture  then  made  between  the  defendaot  o 

&  t!  H^,*  wh"*  *®  <>^«  P^>  ^^  *^®  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  which  sai 

before  and  at  indenture,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  defendant,  being  i 

the  time  of  the  ,  .  .  t>       i. 

commencement  the  posscssiou  of  Certain  pcTsous,  to  wit,  Johu  BrOOK 

thence  hhherto,  Hyde  and  Thomas  Hyde,  who  before  and  at  the  time  ( 

stiiVhotd^he*^  *^®  Commencement  of  this  suit,  and  thence  hitherto,  hav 

•ame  by  agree-  teld  and  still  hold  the  samc  by  agreement  theretofore  i 

ment  thereto- 
fore in  that  be-  that  behalf  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendsn 

tween^  the  ^'  ^^^  which  Said  deed,  being  so  in  the  possession  of  the  sai 
?he  defendant"  ^^^  Brookc  Hyde  and  Thomas  Hyde,  the  plaintiff,  befw 
^Heid,  that  aud  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  has  beei 
sufficient  ex-  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^y  unable  to  bring  the  same  into  Court  here,  tl 
want^of '  rofert  ^^*®  whereof  is  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  the  defendax 
as  it  did  not  did  demise,  lease,  set,  and  to  farm  let  &c. 
party  who  had  Special  dcmuiTer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  plainti 
fhe^deeThad  ^^  ^^^*  brought  the  indenture  into  Court,  nor  made  sd 
refused  to  pro-    profert  thereof,  or  alleged  any  sufficient  excuse  for  not  pn 

ducing  the  same,  or  for  not  making  such  profert,  and  thi 
the  excuse  alleged  was  insufficient  and  bad ;  that  it  w^ 
not  shewn  what  were  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  or  ho^ 
the  plaintiff  was  precluded  from  having,  or  unable  to  har 
possession  of  the  said  indenture,  or  how  the  said  J.  I 
Hyde  and  T.  Hyde  were  entitled,  under  such  agreement 
to  retain  the  said  indenture  as  against  the  plaintiff;  am 
that  the  said  declaration  does  not  shew  that,  under  tkf 
said  agreement^  the  said  indenture  is  not  in  the  possession 
of  the  said  J.  B.  Hyde  and  T.  Hyde,  to  be  delivered  over  to 
the  plaintiff  upon  request,  or  upon  the  performance  of 
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some  act  to  be  done  by  the  plaintifif^  and  in  his  power  to  ^*^*-  »/  ^'•«»» 

«  1840. 

perlorm.  ^      ^      ^ 

Hill 

V, 

Whateley,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by      Marsden. 
the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Cowling  to  support  the  declaration. — The  excuse  alleged 
is  sufficient.  It  is  always  a  sufficient  cause  for  not  making 
a  profert,  that  the  instrument  is  in  the  possession  of  a  third 
person.  The  question  is  not  whether  the  party  in  whose 
possession  it  is  could  be  compelled  by  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  to  produce  it  at  the  trial,  but  whether  the  plaintiflF 
is  unable  to  bring  the  deed  into  Court ;  and  for  that  pur- 
pose it  is  enough  to  shew  that  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third 
party.  [Alderson,  B. — It  does  not  appear  from  this  de- 
claration, that  the  parties  who  hold  the  deed  have  declined 
to  produce  it.]  The  defendant  has  the  same  power  of  pro- 
curing the  deed,  or  of  obtaining  an  inspection  or  copy  of 
it,  as  the  plaintiff  has.  The  parties  are  not  trustees  for  the 
plaintiff  alone,  and  not  for  another;  and  when  a  deed  is  so 
in  the  possession  of  trustees,  profert  need  not  be  made.  It 
is  a  question  of  fact  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  unable  to 
produce  it,  and  the  defendant  might  have  taken  issue  upon 
that.  It  is  enough  in  the  first  instance  to  allege  that  the 
deed  is  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person,  and  the  plaintiff 
is  imable  to  produce  it.  An  allegation  that  a  deed  is  lost 
by  time  and  accident,  is  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  want  of 
profert;  and  though  it  afterwards  turns  up  and  is  found,  it 
may  be  produced  and  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial.  It  was 
80  held  in  Hawley  v.  Peacock  (a),  on  the  ground  that  the 
averment  of  the  loss  of  the  deed  related  to  the  time  of  the 
plea  pleaded,  and  applied  only  to  the  excuse  of  the  profert. 
[Lord  AHnger,  C.  B, — You  say,  '^who  hold  the  same  by 
agreement  -!'  it  may  be  that  they  hold  it  as  your  agents.] 

(a)  2  Campb.  557. 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  It  is  admitted  that  if  it  bad  appeared  that  it  was  in  tbe 
^^"'  .     hands  of  the  plaintiff's  agent  or  attorney,  it  would  not  be 
enough :  but  the  allegation  here  is  general,  that  it  is  ia  the 
hands  of  a  third  party,  which  is  sufficient.     The  pka  that  a 
deed  is  lost  by  time  and  accident,  does  not  state  how  lost. 

fVhateley,  contra,  cited  fValUi  y.  Harris(m{a). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  is  quite  a  modem  practice  to 
plead  that  a  deed  is  lost  by  time  or  accident,  and  the  pro- 
priety of  permitting  it  has  frequently  been  doubted.  The 
object  of  making  profert  is  that  the  defendant  may  see  the 
instrument  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies.  He  is  entitled 
to  that  as  a  matter  of  right ;  but  here  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
deprive  him  of  it,  by  alleging  that  the  indenture  is  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  party,  who  does  not  appear  to  have  re- 
fused to  produce  it,  but  over  whom  it  is  said  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  have  an  equal  control.  The  plaintiff,  how- 
ever, has  no  right  to  cast  upon  the  defendant  the  bur- 
den of  applying  for  the  indenture.  Suppose  the  case  of 
landlord  and  tenant,  where  only  one  part  of  a  lease  has 
been  executed,  and  deposited  with  an  attorney  for  the  be- 
nefit of  both  parties,  would  that  circumstance  excuse  the 
party  from  making  profert  ? 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  laid  down  in  Dr.  Leyfield's  Case  {b), 
that  profert  ought  only  to  be  excused  in  cases  of  extreme 
necessity.  Can  we  say  that  this  is  a  case  of  extreme 
necessity  ? 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  othenriie 
Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  4  M.  &  W.  538.  (6)  10  Rep.  92. 
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Exek,  of  Pleat, 
1840. 

Wilson  and  Wife  v.  Thorpe.  ^*"^      ' 

At  the  trial  of  this  cause  before  the  sheriflf,  upon  a  writ  Where,  on  the 
of  trial,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  with  one  before  the  shet 
shilling  damages,  subject  to  a  reference,  both  parties  con-  w^\  "of^xria^* 
senting  that  the  arbitrator  should  have  power  to  order  a  ^^^  *  verdict 

_.  -  T  /.         .  1  rra  1  •  -,  was  by  consent 

verdict  to  be  entered  for  either  party.  The  arbitrator  hav-  taken  for  the 
ing  made  his  award,  and  having  ordered  a  verdict  to  be  jict"toarefer- 
entered  for  the   defendant,   that   was  accordincly  done,  f."*^'  ^^^  P"' 

^  ^  </  '   ties  consenting 

and  judgment  signed  thereon.     A  rule  having  been  ob-  that  the  arbitra- 
tained,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  power  to  order 
award,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment,  shoidd  not  be  set  entered  for*  *** 
aside,  *»'*»«"^  P*''y» 

'  the  Court  set 

aside  the  ver- 

F.  Robinson  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  par-  tf^^ 
ties  had  full  power  to  refer  upon  any  terms  they  chose,  otTthe^Jround 
and  that  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  them  from  consent-  '**•*  ^**«  sheriff 

,  was  bound  to 

ing  to  a  verdict  being  entered.     He  compared  it  to  the  try  the  cause, 

/.  •ij"i.t.*xii_  A.  »  J*     and  could  not 

case  of  a  special  verdict  bemg  taken  by  consent  in  an  ordi-  delegate  his 
nary  trial  at  Nisi  Prius.  •"^^^"'y  '« 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  sheriflF  cannot  delegate  his 
authority.  He  was  bound  to  try  the  cause  under  the  writ 
of  trial,  and  had  no  authority  to  refer  it  so  as  to  give 
power  to  alter  the  verdict  and  judgment.  The  verdict  and 
judgment  must  be  set  aside,  but  not  the  award. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  18th  section  of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42, 
says,  that  "  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy,  or  judge  presiding 
at  the  trial  of  such  issue  or  issues,  shall  have  the  like 
powers  with  respect  to  amendment  on  such  trial  as  are 
hereinafter  given  to  judges  at  Nisi  Prius  /^  but  that  does 
not  give  him  all  the  powers  that  a  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  has. 
The  sheriff  had  no  authority  to  give  power  to  another  to 
liter  the  verdict  of  the  jury.    It  would  be  very  inconve- 
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Eieeh,  of  pum,  nient  that  a  sheriff  should  have  power  to  order  a  reference 
1840.         q£  ^j^gg  ggui;  iQ  |jg  tried  before  him,  when  the  object  ol 

sending  cases  to  be  so  tried  is,  that,  where  they  are  of  i 
nature  so  simple  and  of  so  small  an  amount,  the  partiet 
ought  not  to  be  put  to  the  expense  of  trying  them  before 
a  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  or  to  the  expense  of  a  reference. 


Wilson 

r. 
Thorpe. 


Rule  to  set  aside  the  Yerdict  and  judgmenl 
absolute. 


In  pleading  a 
conveyance  by 
lease  and  re- 
lease, profert 
must  be  made 
of  the  r9l€a»§. 


Jenkin  V,  Peace  and  Others. 

IRE  SPAS  S  for  breaking  and  entering  certain  dosa 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  digging,  making,  and  sinking  diren 
mines,  pits,  and  shafts  therein,  &c. 

Plea,  that  the  said  closes  in  which  Stc.,  firom  time  &c. 
have  been,  and  still  are,  within  and  parcel  of  the  manor  a 
Aspall ;  and  that  one  Sir  William  Gerard,  Bart.,  now  de 
ceased,  was  lord  of  the  said  manor,  and  seised  in  his  de 
mesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  said  manor,  and  of  and  ii 
divers  tenements  respectively  situate  and  being  within  ih 
said  manor,  comprising,  amongst  other  things,  the  sak 
closes  in  which  &c. ;  and  the  said  Sir  William  Gerard,  b^ 
ing  so  seised,  &c.,  long  before  the  said  first  time  when, 
&c.,  to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1678,  by  a  certair 
indenture  then  made  between  the  said  Sir  William  Gerardj 
one  Richard  Gerard,  and  Thomas  Gerard,  son  and  heii 
apparent  of  the  said  Richard  Gerard,  of  the  one  part,  and 
John  Anderton,  &c.,  of  the  other  part,  bearing  date  on  the 
same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  said  Sir  William  Gerard,  for  and  in  consideration  of 
five  shillings,  then  therefore  paid  by  the  said  John  Ander- 
ton to  the  said  Sir  W^illiam  Gerard,  he  the  said  Sir  Wil- 
liam Gerard  did  bargain  and  sell  the  said  several  ten^ 
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ments^  comprising  the  said  several  closes  in  which  &c.,  Bxek,  of  PUas, 
with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said  John  Anderton,  his  ^  '  - 

executors,  &c.,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  with  the  ap-        Jen  kin 
purtenances,  unto   the   said   John  Anderton,  his  execu-       Peace. 
tors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  day  next  before 
the  date  thereof,  for  and  during  the  term  of  one  whole 
year  thence  next  ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  completed  and 
ended ;  by  virtue  of  which  indenture,  and  by  force  of  the 
statute  for  transferring  uses  into  possession,  the  said  John 
Anderton  became  and  was  possessed  of  the  said  several 
tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  for  the  said  term  so  to 
him  thereof  granted  as  aforesaid,  the  reversion  thereof, 
with  the  appurtenances,  belonging  to  the  said  Sir  William 
Crerard,  his  heirs  and  assigns :  and  the  said  Sir  William 
Gerard  being  so  interested  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  John 
Anderton  being  so  possessed,  afterwards,  and  long  before 
the  said  first  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  day  of 
April  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  by  a  certain  indenture 
then  made  between  the  said  Sir  William  Gerard,  the  said 
Richard  Gerard,  and  Thomas  Gerard,  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  said  John  Anderton  of  the  other  part,  bearing  date 
the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  sealed  with  the 
respective  seals  of  the  said  Sir  William  Gerard,  Richard 
Gerard,  and  Thomas  Gerard,  he  the  said  Sir  William  Ge- 
rard, for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  did  give, 
grant,  bargain,  sell,  release,  and  confirm  unto  the   said 
John  Anderton,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the 
said  several  tenements,   so  comprising  the   said   several 
closes  in  which  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  saving  and 
except  thereout  unto  the  said  Richard  Gerard  and  Thomas 
Gerard,  and  their  heirs,  all  mines  of  cannel  lying  and  be- 
ing within  the  said  several  and  respective  tenements  and 
hereditaments,  &c. :  to  have  and  to  hold  all  and  singular 
the  said  several  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  except 
as  aforesaid^  unto  the  said  John  Anderton,  his  heirs  and 


/ 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  assigns  for  ever;  and  the  defendants  fortber  say,  that  all 
^  ^  '  ^  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  said  John  Anderton  of  and 
Jenkin  in  the  said  first-mentioned  messuage  and  tenement,  called 
Peack.  &c.^  by  divers  mesne  conveyances  thereof,  came  to  and 
vested  in  one  Samuel  Walker,  kc. ;  and  the  defendants 
further  say,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  last-men- 
tioned indenture,  and  before  the  making  of  the  indenture 
hereinafter  next  mentioned,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  said  Richard 
Gerard  died,  leaving  the  said  Thomas  Gerard  his  son  and 
heir  him  surviving ;  and  that  he  the  said  Thomas  Gerard, 
being  seised  of  and  in  the  said  manor,  and  of  and  in  the  said 
mines  of  cannel,  and  entitled  to  the  liberties  in  that  behalf 
aforesaid,  after  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Gerard,  to 
wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1718,  by  a  certain  other  indenture,  &c.,  &c.  [setting  forth, 
in  the  same  manner  as  before,  other  deeds  of  lease  and 
release,  whereby  the  manor,  mines,  &c.,  were  conveyed  by 
Thomas  Gerard  to  Sir  William  Gerard,  John  Gerard, 
and  Alexander  Osbaldeston,  and  Nicholas  Starkie,  their 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.] — ^The  plea  then  set  out  other 
conveyances  by  lease  and  release,  in  similar  terms,  without 
profert,  and  justified  the  trespasses  by  the  defendants,  ai 
the  servants  of  the  then  owner  of  the  mines. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  defend- 
ants have  not  brought  the  said  several  supposed  inden- 
tures and  deeds  of  lease,  and  the  said  several  supposed 
indentures  of  release,  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  or  anr 
of  them,  into  Court,  or  made  any  profert  thereof;  and  be- 
cause the  plaintiff,  fix>m  the  manner  in  which  the  said 
several  supposed  deeds  and  indentures  are  above  pleaded, 
cannot  have  oyer  of  the  same,  so  that  he  might  know 
whether  they  are  or  are  not  the  deeds  of  the  said  parties 
therein  mentioned,  or  that  the  said  supposed  matters  were 
granted  or  conveyed  therein  or  passed  thereby;  and  be- 
cause it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  plea,  whether  the  said 
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supposed  indentures  or  deeds  are  actually  destroyed,  or  Exeh,  of  pum, 

whether  they  do  not  still  exist,  and  are  only  lost  or  mis-  '    ^ 

laid:   and  because  no   excuse  is  given  for  the  not  pro-  Jen  kin 

ducing   and    making  profert   of  the   said   supposed   in-  Peace. 
dentures   and  deeds,  or   any  of  them. — Joinder  in   de- 
murrer. 


Cowling,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  is  bad, 
for  not  making  profert  of  the  deeds  of  release  set  forth 
in  it.  The  arthorities  all  shew  that  profert  is  necessary 
in  such  a  case.  In  Littleton,  s.  452,  it  is  said — "And 
note,  every  release  made  to  him  which  hath  a  reversion 
or  a  remainder  in  deed^  shall  serve  and  aid  him  who 
hath  the  freehold^  as  well  as  to  him  to  whom  the  release 
was,  if  the  tenant  hath  the  release  in  his  hand  to  plead,'^ 
And  again  (s.  453) — "  In  the  same  manner  it  is,  where 
a  release  is  made  to  the  tenant  for  life,  or  to  the  tenant  in 
tail,  this  shall  enure  to  them  in  the  reversion,  or  to  them 
in  the  remainder,  as  well  as  to  the  tenant  of  the  free- 
hold; and  they  shall  have  as  great  an  advantage  of  this,  if 
they  can  shew  it.''  In  the  last  edition  of  Mr.  Serjeant  Ste- 
phen's Treatise  on  Pleading,  (p.  470, 4th  edit.),  the  rule  is 
thus  stated : — "  In  pleading  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  re- 
lease, under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make 
profert  of  the  lease,  because  it  is  the  statute  that  gives  ef- 
fect to  the  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  and  the  deed  does 
not  intrinsically  establish  the  title.  But  in  pleading  the 
release,  it  would  seem  that  profert  ought  to  be  made,  as  the 
same  reason  does  not  apply.''  The  precedents  are  all  in 
favour  of  making  profert  of  the  release.  See  1  Lilly's  Entr. 
136;  Johns  v.  Whitley  {a) ;  Jeffreson  v.  Morton  (b). —  He 
also  referred  to  Sanders  on  Uses,  pp.  60  and  63. — ^The 
Court  here  called  upon 

(a)  3  Will.  134.  {h)  2  Saund.  11. 
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EjreA.  of  PUat,  Addison,  contra. — ^There  are  undoubtedly  authorities  to 
^  ^  ^  shew  that  it  is  necessary  to  make  profert  of  a  release, 
Jen  KIN  where  it  operates  intrinsically  by  itself.  [Alderwn,  B.— 
Peace.  It  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyan,  in  BanfiU  v.  Leigh  (a), 
that  profert  is  not  necessary  where  a  conveyance  to  uses  or 
a  feoffment  is  pleaded.]  The  cases  are  collected  in  1  Sauni 
8  b^  where  it  is  said — ^' Where  a  person  pleads  a  deed  ope- 
rating under  the  Statute  of  Uses^  there  is  no  necessity  of 
making  a  profert :  citing  Estoff's  Case  {b),  Earl  of  Huni- 
ingdon  y.  MUdmay  [c).  Stockman  v.  Hampton  {d),  Beynel  t. 
Long  (e),  Bead  v.  Erookman  (f),  Eolton  v.  Bishop  of  Car- 
lisle (g).  Now  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  is  one 
conveyance :  and  it  is  conceded  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
make  profert  of  the  lease  for  a  year.  In  Eolton  v.  Bishop  cf 
Carlisle,  in  setting  forth  a  conveyance  by  lease  and  release, 
it  was  stated  that  the  release  was  cancelled  by  the  seal  of 
the  releasor  being  taken  off  and  destroyed,  and  that  put 
of  the  deed  was  destroyed  or  lost ;  with  a  profert  of  the 
residue.  On  demurrer,  this  was  holdeu  to  be  good  plead- 
ing :  and  Heath,  J.  said — ''  As  this  is  a  conveyance  deri?- 
ing  its  effect  from  the  Statute  of  Uses,  all  that  is  averred 
about  the  deed  being  destroyed  is  mere  surplusage.^'  The 
same  learned  Judge  repeated  the  same  dictum  in  Onslow  r. 
Smith  (h),  where  also  the  deeds  pleaded  were  a  conveyance 
by  lease  and  release.  [Alderson,  B. — The  origin  of  that 
rule  would  seem  to  be,  that  a  conveyance  under  the  Statute 
of  Uses  being  to  A.  to  the  use  of  B.,  B.  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  make  profert,  because  A.  would  have  possession 
of  the  deed.  The  reason  given  in  Reynel  v.  Long  is,  that 
in  such  case  B.  is  in  by  operation  of  law,  and  not  by  the 
deed.]     The  same  reason  is  given  in  Stockman  v.  Hamptof^ 

{a)  8  T.  R.  573.  377. 

(6)  Dy.  277  a.  (/)  3T.  R.  151. 

(c)  Cro.  Jac.  217.  {3)  2  H.  Bl.  262. 

{d)  Cro.  Car.  441.  (A)  2  Bos.  &  P.  384. 

(#)  CattL315;    Sir  W.  Jonat, 
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The  release  derives  all  its  authority  and  validity  from  the  E*eh.  of  Phas, 


1840. 


previous  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year^  which^  as  is  stated  in 

the  plea^  operates  by  force  of  the  statute  for  transferring       Jenkin 

...  «. 

uses  into  possession.  Peace. 

Cowling,  in  reply. — The  rule  laid  down  in  the  authori- 
ties referred  to  on  the  other  side^  is  not  disputed:  but  it  is 
contended  that  the  deeds  set  forth  in  this  plea  do  not  ope- 
rate under  the  Statute  of  Uses.  There  is  no  averment,  as 
to  the  deeds  of  release,  that  they  do  so  operate,  but  only 
as  to  the  leases  for  a  year,  which  are  mere  matter  of  form, 
and  as  to  which  it  is  immaterial  whether  they  are  seen  by 
the  Court  or  not.  No  doubt  the  lease  and  release  consti- 
tute one  conveyance  as  to  the  quantity  of  estate  which 
passes  by  them ;  but  not  for  the  purposes  of  pleading.  A 
party  could  not  allege  in  pleading,  that  by  a  lease  and  re- 
lease and  fine,  the  estate  passed.  These  are,  and  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  plea  to  be,  deeds  of  release  operating 
only  at  common  law.  They  operate  in  the  same  manner, 
whether  it  be  upon  a  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  or  upon  a  lease  at  common  law.  The  lease 
for  a  year  is  only  to  give  a  legal  possession,  and  create  a 
privity  of  estate ;  but  whether  that  arises  so,  or  from  ac- 
tual possession  at  common  law,  is  immaterial.  Suppose 
it  were  merely  averred  that  the  party  was  in  possession 
under  a  lease  for  one  year,  and  thereupon  a  release  was 
granted  to  him,  would  not  profert  be  necessary  ?  The  de- 
cision in  Stockman  v.  Hampton  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  pleading  the  deed  had  no  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  it.  But  here,  looking  at  the  release  only,  who 
has  the  right  to  the  deed?  Clearly  the  party  who  claims 
title  under  it.  The  release  operates,  because  the  lease 
operates  under  the  statute;  but  the  release  operates  at 
common  law.  Here  the  releasees  of  Gerard  are  in  at  com- 
mon law ;  the  estate  is  released  directly  to  them :  they  are 
not  in  '^  m  the  per."      Stockman  v.  Hampton  was  the  case 
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of  s  eorensnt  to  stand  seised :  there  the  deed  would  be  in 
the  possession  of  the  coTenantors ;  there,  also,  the  party 
was  in  altogether  im  the  per.  The  dictum  of  Heath,  },,  in 
Bottom  T.  Bishop  of  CartUtey  was  unnecessary  to  the  deci- 
sion of  the  case,  and  is  not  confirmed  by  the  other  Judges. 

Cur.  adv.  rult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  a  later  day 
in  the  term,  by 

Lord  Abixgee,  C.  B. — ^The  question  which  the  Court 
reserved  for  its  consideration  is,  whether  this  special  de- 
murrer, for  want  of  profert  of  the  deeds  of  release  men- 
tioned in  the  defendant's  plea,  can  be   supported ;  and, 
after  consideration,  we  are  of  that  opinion.     The  rule  is 
laid  down  in  Dr.  Lejffield's  case  (a),  that  "  if  he  who  is 
party  or  privy  in  estate  or  interest,  or  he  who  justi- 
fies in  the  right  of  him  who  is  party  or  privy,  pleads  a 
deed,  although  he  who  is  privy  claims  parcel  of  the  origi- 
nal estate,  yet  he  ought  to  shew  the  original  deed  to  tite 
Court :  and  the  reason  that  deeds,  being  so  pleaded,  shall 
be  shewn  to  the  Court,  is,  that  to  every  deed  two  things 
are  requisite  and  necessary:  the  one,  that  it  be  sufficient 
in  law,  and  that  is  called  the  legal  part,  because  the  judg- 
ment of  that  belongs  tot  he  Judges  of  the  law ;  the  other 
concerns  matters  of  fact,  sc.  if  it  be  sealed  and  delivered 
as  a  deed,  and  the  trial  thereof  belongs  to  the  country; 
and  therefore  every  deed  ought  to  approve  itself,  and  to  be 
proved  by  others :  approve  itself  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Court  in  three  manners :  1st,  as  to  the  composition  of  the 
words,  to  be  sufficient  in  law,  and  the  Court  shall  judge 
tha: ;  2nd,  that  it  be  not  rased  or  interlined  in  material 
points  or  places,  and  upon  that  also  the  Judges  in  ancient 
times  did  judge  upon  their  own  view  the  deed  to  be  void, 

(a)  10  Rep.  92. 
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but  of  late  times  have  left  that  to  the  jury,  if  the  rasing  Exeh,  of  pteat, 
or  interlining  were  before  delivery ;   3rd,  that  it  may  ap-  ^ 

pear  to  the  Court,  and  the  party,  if  it  were  upon  condition,        Jenkin 
limitation,  or  with  power  of  revocation,  &c.,  to  the  intent        Peace. 
that  if  there  be  a  condition,  &c.,  if  the  deed  be  poll,  or  if 
there  wants  a  counterpart  of  the  indenture,  the  other 
party  may  take  advantage  of  it." 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  these  reasons  are  clearly  ap- 
pUcable  to  the  present  case.  It  was,  however,  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  law  had  recognised 
certain  exceptions  to  this  general  rule,  and  that  the  pre- 
sent case  fell  within  them. 

These  exceptions  are  mentioned  by  Lord  Kenyotiy  in 
Banfill  V.  Leigh  (a),  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Heath,  in  BoU 
ton  V.  Bishop  of  Carlisle  [b) ;  in  the  former  case  Lord  Ken- 
yon  mentions  feoffments  and  conveyances  to  uses,  and 
in  the  latter  Mr.  Justice  Heath  mentions  conveyances 
to  uses,  as  not  requiring  profert.  It  is  material  to  in- 
quire, however,  on  what  principles  these  exceptions  de- 
pend. Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  feoffment  pleaded,  pro- 
fert needs  not  be  made :  but  the  reason  for  this  seems 
to  be,  that  the  estate  does  not  pass  by  the  feoffment, 
but  by  the  livery  and  seisin,  which  Callis,  p.  31,  calls 
*'  the  most  perfect  form  of  any  by  which  the  freehold  and 
inheritance  of  lands  is  transferred  from  one  to  another;'^ 
and  he  adds,  "  where  a  feoffment  is  made,  the  lands  there 
pass  by  the  livery,  and  not  by  the  deed."  The  shewing, 
therefore,  of  the  feoffment  to  the  Court,  would  not  enable 
them  to  determine  the  right  of  the  party,  as  suggested  in 
Dr.  Leyfield's  case.  The  next  exception,  and  that,  in  fact, 
on  which  the  defendants  rely,  is  that  of  conveyances  under 
the  Statute  of  Uses.  And  the  reason  for  this  seems  to 
be  given  in  Stockman  v.  Hampton  (c)  viz.  that  the  party 
pleading  has  not  possession  of  the  deed,  nor  any  means 

(fl)  8  T.  R,  573.  (6)  2  H.  Bl.  262. 

(c)  Cro.  Car.  441. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  to  obtain  it ;  and  so  accords  the  case  of  Gray  y.  Fielder  (a), 

^    ^      .     where,   in  debt  on  bond  assigned  by  commissioners  of 

Jenkin        bankrupt,  profert  was  not  made,  and  vet  it  was  held  good, 

Peacb.        ^'because,''  say  the  Court,  "he  is  in  by  act  of  law,  and 

had  no  means  to  obtain  the  obligation/^ 

These  exceptions  of  deeds  operating  under  the  Statute  of 
Uses  probably,  therefore,  arose  from  the  circumstance  that 
such  conveyances  were  in  form  conveyances  to  A.  to  the 
use  of  B.,  and  so  A.,  not  B.,  was  considered  to  have  the  pos- 
session of  the  deed ;  and  consequently,  when  B.  pleaded  it, 
the  Judges  did  not  require  him  to  make  profert.    Another 
reason  is  to  be  found  in  some  cases,  viz.  that  the  partj 
pleading  is  not  in  "  in  the  per/'  which  is,  in  fact,  only 
another  technical  mode  of  expressing  the  same  thing.    If 
a  man  is  in  "  in  the  per,'*  he  is  in  by  the  party  executing 
the  deed ;   if  in  "  in  the  post,''  he  is  in  by  the  part?  to 
whom  the   deed  is  executed.     This  appears  from  Yin. 
Abridgment,  "FeoflFment,''  (A.  4),  who  states  it  thus:  "In 
the  case  of  a  feoffment  at  common  law,  the  feoffee  is  in 
in  the   per,   scilt.  by  the  feoffor ;  but  in  the  case  of  a 
feoffment  by  the  statute  of  2nd  Ric.  3,  the  feoffees  are 
in  in  the  post,  viz.  by  the  first  feoffees.''     In  such  cases, 
therefore,  those  to  whom  the  deed  is  executed  are  pre- 
sumed by  law  to  have  the  possession  of  the  deed,  and  the 
others,  to  whose  use  they  hold,  not  having  the  deed,  cannot 
be  required,  when  claiming  under  it  by  pleading,  to  make 
profert. 

This,  we  think,  is  the  true  principle  on  which  these 
cases  were  originally  decided ;  but  even  if  this  were  not  so, 
and  if  they  depend  on  the  ground  stated  in  some  of  the 
cases,  that  profert  is  not  necessary  in  any  case  where  the 
party  claiming  under  the  deed  is  in  by  operation  of  law, 
(which  seems  by  no  means  a  satisfactory  reason,  seeing 
that  all  deeds  operate  according  to  the  law),  yet  either  of 
these  reasons  is  sufficient  for  the  determination  of  the  pre- 
sent case.     For  although  the  bargains  and  sales  for  a  year, 

(o)  Cro.  Car.  209. 
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as  stated  in  these  pleadings,  are  undonbtedly  deeds  oper-  Exek.  of  pum, 
ating  by  force  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  so  profert  of  them 
would  not  be  required  to  be  made;  yet  the  releases  are 
deeds  operating  merely  at  common  law,  and  in  favour  of 
the  party  to  whom  they  are  executed,  and  he  is  the  per- 
son who,  according  to  law,  must  be  presumed  to  have  the 
possession  of  them.  If,  therefore,  the  present  defendants 
claim  under  them,  they  must  at  all  events  make  profert  of 
the  release,  in  conformity  with  the  rules  laid  down  in 
Dr.  Leyfield's  case.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  demur- 
rer must  be  allowed. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Green  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Ashley,  a  Bankrupt, 

V.  Kettleby. 

X  HE  plaintiffs  having  brought  an  action  of  debt  to  reco-  The  pliintift 
ver  money  owing  to  the  bankrupt,  had  obtained  a  distrin-  ^n^^cfion*©?  * 
gas  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  outlawry,  and  pro-  ^*J'  «^in»t  the 
ceedings  were  accordingly  taken.     The  defendant  did  not  tainedadUtrin- 
render  to  the  sheriff  on  the  exigent,  but  before  the  last  cceded  to  out- 
proclamation,  the  defendant,  without  issuing  a  Yrrit   of  ^d'endinTdid 
supersedeas,  entered  an  appearance  in  Court.     The  plain-  "o^  render  to 

the  sheriff  on 

tiffs  thereupon  directed  the  sheriff  to  stay  all  further  pro-  the  exigent,  hut 
ceedings  in  the  outlawry,  and  having  another  cause  of  ac-  proclamation 
tion  on  a  special  contract,  commenced  an  action  of  assump-  entered  an  ap- 

*  '  ^  ^  *      pearance,  but 

sit  against  the  defendant,  and  applied  to  his  attorney  to  ap-  without  obtain, 
pear  for  him,  which  he  refused  to  do.   They  then  proposed  deas.    The 
to  consolidate  the  two  actions,  by  changing  the  first  Yrrit  of  upon^Syed*aii" 
debt  into  assumpsit,  and  to  include  the  cause  of  action  in  proceedings  in 

the  outlawry : 
but  having  an- 
other cause  of 
action  against  the  defendant  on  a  special  contract,  commenced  an  action  of  assumpsit  against 
him,  and  applied  to  his  attorney  to  appear  for  him,  which  the  latter  refused  to  do.  The  plaintiffli 
then  proponed  to  consolidate  the  two  actions,  by  changing  the  first  writ  in  debt  into  assumpsit, 
so  as  to  include  both  causes  of  action  in  the  latter.     This  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  and  kept 
out  of  the  way  to  avoid  being  served  with  the  writ.   The  Court  refused  to  set  aside  the  appear- 
ance to  the  first  writ,  or  to  allow  that  writ  to  be  amended. 

VOL.  VI.  C  C  C  M.  W, 
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BmA,  of  Ptetu,  debt  in  the  latter  action ;  but  this  the  defendant  refused 

and  kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  service  of  the  writ. 

Byles  now  moved  for  a  rule^  calling  upon  the  defendan 
to  shew  cause  why  the  appearance  entered  in  the  fin 
action  should  not  be  set  aside^  or  why  the  writ  issued  i 
the  first  action  should  not  be  amended^  by  altering  it  froi 
debt  to  assumpsit.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  ei 
penses  incurred  by  them  in  the  proceedings  towards  out 
lawry.  The  defendant  should  either  have  appeared  ii 
Courts  or  issued  a  writ  of  supersedeas.  In  Peach  v.  Wad 
land  {a),  a  defendant^  against  whom  proceedings  to  out 
lawry  had  been  commenced^  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff  tha 
he  had  appeared  and  obtained  a  supersedeas  of  the  exi 
gent ;  but  on  searching  at  the  Compter  it  was  found  thi 
there  had  been  no  allowance  of  the  supersedeas^  and  tb 
defendant  was  returned  outlawed;  which  the  Court  re 
fused  to  set  aside.  At  all  events^  the  Court  will  allow  tb 
writ  to  be  amended.  It  is  the  practice  to  do  so  in  casei 
in  which  the  remedy  would  otherwise  be  lost ;  as  when  tb 
Statute  of  Limitations  would  otherwise  be  a  bar. 

Parke,  B. — We  cannot  accede  to  this  application.  Hm 
fault  rested  entirely  with  the  plaintiffs  themselves.  Thei) 
proper  course  was  to  have  gone  on  with  the  proceeding: 
to  outlawry.  The  proclamations  require  the  defendant  U 
appear  in  the  County  Court ;  if  he  does  not  appear  there 
the  plaintiffs  may  go  on  with  the  outlawry.  Had  ths) 
been  done,  the  defendant  would  have  been  compelled  tc 
come  to  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  outlawry,  which  wt 
should  not  have  allowed  without  his  paying  all  the  cost! 
incurred.  Then,  as  to  amending  the  writ ;  this  is  not  a 
case  in  which  the  remedy  would  otherwise  be  barred, 
and  therefore  is  not  analogous  to  the  case  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.    Amendments  are  allowed  in  those  cases, 

(a)  Bamei,  319. 


1840. 
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because  otherwise  the  statute  would  operate  as  a  bar  to  Efck.  of  PUat, 

the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.     There  are  only  two  cases 

in  which  a  writ  is  allowed  to  be  amended :  one  is^  where 

the  Statute  of  Limitations  would  otherwise  be  a  bar;  the 

other^  where  there  has  been  a  clerical  mistake  in  the 

writ  (a). 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Bule  refused. 

(a)  See  Kirk  v.  DoUn/,  ante,  636. 


Paoe  v.  Thomas. 

Assumpsit  by  the  payee  against  one  of  three  makers  in  an  action 
of  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  with  a  count  upon  agaLst^ne  * 
an  account  stated.     Pleas,  first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  ^^  i**'*® . 

maaersofa 

make  the  note;  secondly,  the  Statute  of  Limitations.     At  joint  and  seTe- 
the  trial  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county  note,  another  of 
of  Pembroke,  the  note  was  produced,   and  was   as  fol-  ciuJawT"** 

lows  : witness  for  the 

plaintiff,  and 

''  Haverfordwest,  May  9,  1832.       suted  on  his 
''  Twelve  months  after  date  we  jointly  and  severally  pro-  on*the*  voi*r* 
mise  to  pay  George  Page,  of  Rosemary  Farm,  yeoman,  or  Jot**  ha?^cQ 
order,  £100,  with  lawful  interest  on  the  same,  at  the  rate  «>ven  by  the 

.  defendant  as 

of  Mo  per  cent,  per  annum,  value  received.  principal,  and 

that  it  was 

Stephen  Thomas.       signed  by  him« 

T    A    A1.1.EN  self  and  ihe 

±.  -ft..  .n.r.r.jsn.  other  maker  at 

Witness,  James  Thomas.  John  Jenkins.'*  w'S'TTi 


The  attesting  witness  having  denied  his  handwriting, 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  making  of  the 
note,  called  J.  Jenkins,  one  of  the  makers,  who  stated  on 
his  examination  on  the  voir  dire,  that  the  note  had  been 
given  by  the  defendant  as  principal,  and  was  signed  by 
himself  and  Allen  (the  other  maker)  as  his  sureties,  and 


Held,  that  the 
witness  was 
competent. 


f 
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Bxck,  of  Pleat,  that  Allen  had  since  become  insolvent.   On  this  statemen 

it  was  objected  that  the  witness  was  incompetent;  bu 
Mauley  J.,  received  the  evidence,  reserving  leave  to  th 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsnit.  The  joiy  fonn 
for  the  plaintifif  for  £125,  principal  and  interest.  Ther 
had  been  a  part  payment  of  the  latter,  which  took  the  cas 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  Evans,  in  Easter  Ten 
last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  shouk 
not  be  entered. 

J,  Jfllson  and  E,  V.  Williams  now  shewed  cause. — It  ii 
clear  both  on  principle  and  the  decided  cases,  that  the  wit 
ness  was  competent,  as  he  stands  indifferent  as  to  the  re^ 
suit  of  the  action.  The  person  ultimately  liable  is  the  de- 
fendant, whatever  collateral  remedies  there  may  be  in  the 
case.  The  witness  being  only  surety,  in  the  event  of  his  be- 
ing compelled  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  note,  he  could  re- 
cover over  against  the  defendant  the  amount  so  paid.  TU 
first  case  on  this  subject,  and  the  foundation  of  all  th< 
other  cases,  was  that  of  Lockhart  v.  Graham  (a),  when 
there  were  three  obligors,  and  the  action  was  brought 
against  one  of  them  only,  and  the  other  obligor  was  al- 
lowed to  be  a  witness  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  bond 
by  the  defendant.  That  was  not  a  mere  Nisi  Prius  decision, 
but  after  conference  with  other  Judges.  In  York  v.  Bloit  (b\ 
which  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  de- 
fendant and  T.  S.,  the  plaintiffs  called  T.  S.,  an  uncertificated 
bankrupt,  who  proved  the  defendant's  signature,  and  it  was 
decided,  on  the  authority  oi  Lockhart  v.  Graham,  that  heww 
a  competent  witness.  The  reason  given  was,  that  if  the 
plaintiffs  recovered  against  the  defendant,  T.  S.  would  be 
liable  to  him  for  contribution ;  if  they  failed  in  this  ac- 
tion, they  might  resort  to  T.  S.  for  the  whole,  and  then 
T.  S.  would  be  entitled  to  contribution  from  the  defend- 
ant, so  that,  quacunque  vi&,  T.  S.  stood  indifferent.  [Lord 

(a)  1  Stra.  35.  (6)  5  M.  &  Selw.  71. 
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.  ■ 

Abinger,  C.  B. — Have  you  any  case  in  which  a  surety  has  ^teK  of  PUat, 
been  allowed  to  be  called  against  the  principal  ?  If  the 
principal  is  compelled  to  pay,  the  surety  ceases  to  be 
liable  altogether.]  The  whole  debt  must  ultimately  be 
paid  by  the  principal^  and  therefore  the  witness  cannot 
have  any  interest  whether  it  is  paid  immediately  or  cir- 
cuitously.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — Here,  if  the  plaintifif 
succeeds,  the  witness  gets  scot  free.]  He  must  ultimately 
be  scot  free,  whether  he  becomes  so  first  or  last.  In 
Blackett  v.  Weir  (a),  which  was  an  action  for  coals  sold 
and  delivered  to  a  steam  yacht  company,  one  Gibson  was 
called  to  prove  that  the  defendant  had  a  share  in  the  con- 
cern, and  he  proved  on  the  voir  dire  that  he  himself  was 
also  a  partner,  and  his  evidence  was  objected  to  as  inter- 
ested; but  Bayley,  J.,  overruled  the  objection.  A  rule 
nisi  for  a  nonsuit  having  been  obtained,  the  Court  of 
Eling's  Bench,  after  argument,  held  that  he  was  a  good 
witness.  Abbott,  C.  J.,  there  says :  '^  It  is  said  that  the 
witness  had  an  interest :  he  had  so ;  but  it  was  his  inter- 
est to  defeat  the  phdntiflF,  for  in  the  event  of  his  recover- 
ing, the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  contribution  from 
the  witness."  Bayley,  J.,  says :  "  To  a  certain  extent  he 
had  an  interest  in  obtaining  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
for  having  admitted  his  own  liability,  he  made  himself 
liable  to  pay  a  proportion  of  the  costs,  as  well  as  the  debt, 
if  the  plaintiff  recovered.  The  only  difficulty  arises  from 
his  proving  a  partnership  with  the  defendant ;  but  his  tes- 
timony would  not  prove  that  in  any  other  action ;  and  if 
the  defendant  can  hereafter  make  out  that  he  was  not  a 
partner,  I  think  that  he  may  perhaps  at  law,  and  certainly 
in  equity,  recover  from  the  witness  all  that  he  is  compelled 
to  pay  in  the  action."  And  Holroyd,  J.,  says  :  "  It  has 
been  argued,  that  unless  the  defendant  were  fixed  with  a 
part,  the  witness  might  be  liable  to  pay  the  whole  debt. 

• 

(a)  5  B.  &  C.  385 ;  8  D.  &  R.  142. 
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Bsek.  •f  Pleat,  But  it  appears  to  me^  that  the  defendant  would  hare  a 
1840.  right  to  recover  from  the  witness^  in  an  action  at  law  for 
money  paid  to  his  use,  the  whole  sum  recovered  in  this  ac- 
tion, if  he  could  shew  that  the  witness  was  originally  liable 
to  pay  it.  That  is  the  ground  upon  which  all  actions  fir 
contribution  proceed/^  IMtkdale,  J.,  also  puts  it  on  the 
same  ground.  In  Browne  y.  Lee  (a),  one  of  three  oo* 
sureties  for  the  payment  of  an  annuity  paid  money  on 
account  of  the  annuity,  after  the  bankruptcy  of  a  co- 
surety; and  it  was  held  that  the  latter  was  liable  to  n 
action  for  contribution,  though  he  had  obtained  his  certit 
cate,  as  one  surety  could  not  prove  the  value  of  the  an- 
nuity under  the  commission  against  his  co-surety;  hot 
that  he  could  not  at  law  be  compelled  to  repay  more  than 
one-third  of  the  sum  paid  on  account  of  the  annuity,  al- 
though the  third  surety  had  become  insolvent  at  the  time 
of  such  payment.  [Lord  AbrngeTf  C.  B. — That  was  acaae 
of  sureties  inter  se.]  So,  in  the  recent  case  of  FotcferT. 
JUnmd  {b),  which  was  covenant  on  an  indenture  of  leaae 
against  the  administratrix  of  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  aa- 
signing  breaches  for  non-payment  of  rent  and  non-repair; 
to  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  by  assignment  during 
the  continuance  of  the  lease,  the  premises  were  assigned 
to  the  intestate  and  one  Smallwood,  and  that  Smailwood 
was  still  alive ;  which  assignment  was  denied  by  the  replica- 
tion :  it  was  held,  that  Smallwood  was  a  competent  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  that  he  never  accepted  or  acted 
under  the  assignment.  The  objection  here  taken  seems  to 
be,  that  the  witness  was  interested  in  getting  the  debt  sa- 
tisfied in  this  action;  but  the  same  thing  must  happen 
where  one  co-trespasser  is  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff;  yet 
he  is  competent.  In  Buller^s  Nisi  Prius,  286,  it  is  said, 
'^  a  particeps  criminis  may  be  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff, 
though  left  out  of  the  declaration  for  that  purpose;  yet 

(a)  6  B.  &  Cr.  689;  9  D.  &  R.  700.  (6)  5  M.  &  W.  478. 
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this  mightily  lessens  his  credit^  especiallyin  trespasses^  where  &reiL  of  PUat^ 
satisfaction  from  one  is  a  discharge  for  all  the  rest/'  \horA, 
Abinffer,  C.  B. — There  is  no  contribution  amongst  co-tres- 
passers.] Nor  is  there  here^  because  the  witness  is  a  surety. 
In  no  possible  case  could  the  defendant  sue  the  witness — the 
same  as  in  the  case  of  a  co-trespasser.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
In  the  case  of  a  co-trespasser^  there  is  no  written  evidence  of 
the  relation  in  which  he  stands.]  But  the  objection  equally 
applies^  because  when  he  is  called^  he  must  admit  on  the  voir 
dire  that  he  was  a  co- trespasser^  in  order  to  raise  the  point. 
This  principle  was  fully  recognised  in  Hall  v.  Curzon  (a). 
There  a  shareholder  of  a  company  was  admitted  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  was  also  a  shareholder,  although  it  waa 
objected  that  by  so  doing  he  would  diminish  the  amount 
of  his  own  contribution ;  and  Lord  Tenterden  says,  "  The 
case  is  similar  in  principle  to  that  of  a  co-trespasser.  The 
recovery  against  one  of  several  co-trespassers  is  a  bar  to 
an  action  against  the  others.  In  practice,  the  co-trespasser 
is  constantly  called  to  prove  that  he  did  the  act  by  the 
command  of  the  defendant.^'  And  there  is  this  note  to 
that  case  by  the  reporters — ''  In  a  plea  in  abatement,  a 
party  who  according  to  the  plea  ought  to  be  joined,  is  a 
competent  witness  for  the  plainti£P,  but  not  for  the  de- 
fendant.^'  The  interest,  therefore,  that  the  witness  has 
that  this  action  should  be  maintained,  is  the  same  that  any 
co-trespasser  has,  and  he  has  been  held  competent.  The 
Court  are  not  to  consider  whether  Allen  was  solvent  or  not ; 
for  if  this  action  failed,  and  an  action  were  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  witness,  and  he  recovered,  the  witness 
might  bring  an  action  against  the  principal,  and  recover  the 
whole.  The  case  of  Brotone  v.  Lee  was  that  of  a  bank- 
rapt^  which  was  stronger.  The  witness  was  therefore 
clearly  competent. 

(a)  9  B  &  Cr.  646. 
VOL.   VI.  D  D  D  M.  W. 
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jbdL  of  Fiemh  EvonB,  IB  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  cases  which  have 
*°^'  ^  been  cited  as  to  co-trespassers  are  distinguishable;  for 
there  there  is  no  contract  or  liability  for  contribution,  in 
the  event  of  a  verdict  against  one  of  them.  In  BlackeU 
V.  Weir,  Hobroyd,  J.,  says,  "  But  it  appears  to  me  that  tbe 
defendant  would  have  a  right  to  recover  firom  the  witnen, 
in  an  action  at  law  for  money  paid  to  his  use — '*  Now,  to 
stop  there,  would  this  defendant  have  a  right  to  recover 
against  this  witness?  Most  certainly  not.  Then  he  goes 
on  to  add — "  the  whole  sum  recovered  in  this  action,  if  he 
could  shew  that  the  witness  was  originally  liable  to  pij 
it.^^  York  V.  Blott  proceeds  upon  the  same  reasoning.  But 
here  this  rule  ought  to  be  sustained^  on  the  ground  tluil 
the  witness  would  firee  himself  from  an  action  by  the  pliin- 
tiff,  if  he  enabled  him  to  recover  in  this  action.  Nothing 
appears  on  the  note  as  to  principal  and  surety^  but  sll  ue 
joint  makers;  and  if  the  plaintiff  failed^  and  brought  as 
action  against  the  witness,  and  recovered  against  him,  he 
would  only  have  his  action  for  contribution  against  the  other 
two  makers  for  one-third  each ;  and  here  Allen  was  shewn 
to  be  insolvent.  The  fact  of  there  being  three  parties  here, 
distinguishes  this  case  from  York  v.  Blott.  Suppose  these 
parties  to  be  all  jointly  liable  as  joint  makers  of  this  note, 
the  witness,  by  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  would  firee 
himself,  by  his  evidence,  of  one*third  of  the  debt. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B.— I  think  this  witness  may  be  con* 
sidered  in  the  same  light  as  an  indorser,  who  is  called  as 
a  witness  in  an  action  against  the  acceptor,  to  prove  his 
handwriting.  The  witness  in  such  a  case  has  a  direct  in« 
terest  in  making  the  acceptor  pay ;  but  then  if  he  is 
called  upon  himself  to  pay,  he  has  his  remedy  over  sgaimt 
the  acceptor :  he  is  presumed  to  be  indifferent  upon  the 
subject.  I  think  what  Mr.  Williams  says  is  true,  that  we 
must  suppress  the  circumstance  of  the  insolvency  of  Allen, 
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in  deciding  litis  case.    We  must  treat  the  case  by  mnalogjr  ^^*^'  ^f  ^^^^» 

to  actions  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange^  where  '  ^ 

the  drawer  and  indorser  may  be  called  as  witnesses  for  the  P^^^ 

plaintijff.     Thia  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged.  Thomas. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 


WiNOATB  V,  WaITE. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  against  the  Com-  A  pmrish,  con- 

.     .  ^  ^  /»        T_  i»  ▼  •         1  •         •       8J8ting  of  two 

missioners  of  Sewers  for  the  county  of  Lmcoln,  acting  m  districts,  had 
and  for  the  hundreds  of  Kirton  and  Skirbeck,  for  dis-  LeeT^ewid  to 
training  the  plaintiff's  cattle.  **>« '«?«»'"» of  a 

*  ^  set  bank  (which 

The  defendant  pleaded^  firsts  the  general  issue^  not  was  necessary 
guilty;  secondly,  that  the  commissioners  committed  the  tk»nofhindr" 
supposed  trespasses  by  virtue  of  and  under  a  certain  com-  ^^^^  d^^rkrV)** 

mission  of  sewers  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William  the  by  one  assess- 
ment, col- 
Fourth,  amongst  others,  for  the  limits  of  the  hundreds  of  lected  by  one 

Kirton  and  Skirbeck,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln  aforesaid,  The*commis- 
for  a  certain  assessment  or  tax  assessed  on  the  plaintiff,  by  "o"®""*  of  »e^- 

*  '     '^    ers,  unthout  any 

virtue  of  the  said  commission,  and  according  to  the  pur-  presentment  of  t, 
port  of  the  statute  of  sewers  made  in  the  23  Hen.  8  (a),  two  dyke- 
which  said  commission  was  and  still  is  in  force ;  and  that  each*dis*iri*ct^°' 
the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  was  within  the  limits  afore-  *"**  "'****  * .. 

rate  on  one  dis- 

said,    and   the   jurisdiction   of  the   said    commissioners,  trict  exclusively 
The   plaintiff  replied   de  injurifi,   whereupon   issue   was  ©f  the*sea^"" 
loined  ***"^  i—Heid, 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  the  Lord  Chief  '^**  ^«><*  ^o' 

.  want  of  a  pre- 

Baron,  at  the  lincoln  Summer  Assizes,  1839,  when  a  ver-  sentment,  and 

that  the  com- 
missioners were 

without  jurisdiction,  and  were  liable  in  trespass  for  the  taking  of  the  plaiotiirs  cattle  under  a 

diatresi  warrant  issued  by  them  for  arrears  of  such  rate. 

(a)  Cap.  5. 

n  D  n  2 
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Exek.  of  PUtu,  diet  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  21. 16s.  Sd.  damages,  witb 
1840.  liberty  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  Li 
Michaeknas  Term^  1839^  the  Court  granted  a  rule  nid  for 
setting  aside  the  verdict  and  entering  a  nonsuit,  with  di« 
rections  that  the  facts  should  be  turned  into  a  special  case, 
which  was  accordingly  agreed  upon^  and  was  as  follows:— 
The  defendant  was  owner  and  occupier  of  lands  in  South 
Butterwick:  the  defendant  was  clerk  to  the  commissionen 
of  sewers  for  the  county  of  Lincoln,  within  whose  juris- 
diction the  parish  of  Butterwick,  divided  into  North  and 
South  Butterwick,  together  with  an  adjoining  disbict 
called  Butterwick  Hundred,  lay.  The  lands  of  South 
Butterwick  and  Butterwick  Hundred  abut  on  the  sea 
bank  hereinafter  mentioned,  along  the  whole  length  there- 
of, and  lie  between  the  said  bank  and  the  district  of 
North  Butterwick.  The  action  was  brought  to  try  the 
validity  of  a  rate  intitled  *'  a  rate  or  assessment  of  one 
shilling  an  acre,  made  and  granted  to  Brobert  Enox,  dyke- 
reeve  of  Butterwick  South  and  Butterwick  Hundred,  for 
every  acre  of  land  in  Butterwick  South  and  Butterwick 
Hundred  aforesaid,  chargeable  with  and  liable  with  the 
payment  of  the  dyke-reeve  rate,  to  be  charged  upon  the 
several  owners  of  the  said  lands  and  their  respective  t^ 
nants  thereof,  to  defray  the  expenses  incurred  and  to  be 
incurred  by  the  said  dyke-reeve,  in  repairing  the  sea  bank 
extending  from  the  blue  stone  on  the  sea  bank  of  Frieston 
to  the  sea  bank  in  Bennington,  and  also  to  defray  all  and 
every  other  expense  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  by  the 
said  dyke-reeve,  in  the  execution  of  the  said  oflSce,  or  in 
relation  thereto,  for  the  year  ending  at  Easter,  1838; 
the  said  lands  and  the  owners  and  occupiers  being  lia- 
ble by  prescription,  founded  on  custom  or  immemorial 
usage,  to  repair  the  same/^  The  plaintiff's  cattle,  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration,  were  distrained  for  non-payment 
of  the  sum  assessed  upon  him  by  the  said  rate,  which 
sum  had  been  previously  demanded  of  him.    The  plaintiffi 
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before  the  time  of  taking  the  distress^  had  been  smnmoned  Exeh.  nf  Pieat, 
by  the  commissioners  to  shew  cause  before  them  why  he 
should  not  pay  the  said  sum.  The  plaintiff  appeared  by 
his  attorney^  and  objected  to  the  validity  of  the  rate^  but 
did  not  shew  sufficient  cause  in  the  judgment  of  the  com- 
missioners. 

On  the  21st  of  February,  1800,  the  Court  of  Sewers 
made  an  order^  which  was  duly  registered  in  the  books  of 
the  said  Court  by  the  clerk  of  the  commission^  that  in 
future  two  dyke-reeves  should  be  appointed  for  the  parish 
and  hundred  of  Butterwick,  one  for  North  Butterwick^ 
and  one  for  South  Butterwick  and  Butterwick  Hundred^ 
who  should  lay  separate  rates,  and  keep  separate  accounts 
of  their  respective  offices.  And  this  order  had  from  thence- 
forward, up  to  the  period  of  imposing  the  present  rate,  been 
acted  upon ;  and  the  plaintiff,  and  the  owners  and  occupiers 
of  the  plaintiff's  lands  in  South  Butterwick^  have,  since  the 
year  1800,  paid  to  the  dyke-reeve  of  South  Butterwick  the 
separate  rates  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  same  order. 

For  all  previous  time  within  living  memory,  and  also 
as  far  back  as  the  records  of  the  Court  would  shew,  being 
more  than  100  years,  the  whole  parish  and  hundred  of 
Butterwick  had  been  jointly  assessed  to  the  repairs  in 
question  by  one  commixed  assessment,  applied  by  one  sole 
dyke-reeve.  There  had  been  no  presentment  of  a  jury 
against  South  Butterwick  and  Butterwick  Hundred,  as  a 
foundation  either  of  the  order  or  of  the  rate.  The  sea 
bank  required  repairs,  and  was  a  necessary  protection  to 
the  lands,  as  well  in  North  as  South  Butterwick  and  But- 
terwick Hundred;  in  fact.  North  Butterwick  would,  by 
any  irruption  of  the  sea^  be  laid  deeper  under  water  than 
South  Butterwick  or  Butterwick  Hundred,  as  it  lay  lower, 
and  the  drainage  of  all  three  was  now,  by  a  recent  altera- 
tion, carried  through  North  Butterwick  to  the  Hob  Hole 
Sluice.  North  Butterwick  was  nowhere  assessed  to  the 
repairs  of  the  bank. 
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Eteh.  of  Pleat,  The  foUowing  were  the  plaintiff's  points  far  srga* 
^^^'  ment :  —  First,  The  rate  purports  to  be  founded  on  jtrt- 
scription,  which  is  disproved ;  secondly.  The  rate  is  bsd, 
for  omitting  rateable  property^ ;  thirdly,  Hie  rate  is  quei- 
tionable  in  an  action  of  trespass,  Hkere  having  been  no  pre- 
sentment by  a  jury. 

J.  HUdyardy  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  conunissionen  of 
sewers  were  bound  to  include  in  the  rate  all  the  landi 
within  the  ambit  of  the  parish  and  hundred,  unless  ihej 
could  shew  a  custom  or  prescription  from  time  imme^ 
morial  to  exclude  North  Butterwick,  and  impose  a  rate 
on  South  Butterwick  and  Butterwick  Hundred  only ;  and 
here  no  such  custom  or  prescription  is  stated  in  the  case. 
The  commissioners  were  therefore  wrong  in  impoaing 
on  South  Butterwick  and  Butterwick  Hundred  alone  tiie 
burthen  of  repairing  a  dyke  which  was  equaUy  benefiol 
to  North  Butterwick,  which  ought,  ther^ore,  to  be  in- 
cluded in  the  rate.  The  law  is  laid  down  in  JRooke^s  aue  (dj 
thus  :  "  That  the  commissioners  ought  to  tax  all  who  are  in 
danger  to  be  endamaged  by  the  not  repairing,  eqmdlT, 
and  not  him  who  has  the  land  next  adjoining  to  the  mer 
only ;  for  the  statute  of  6  Hen.  6,  c.  5,  on  which  the  cam- 
mission  of  sewers  is  formed  and  specified,  has  precise  words 
in  the  same  commission,  that  no  person,  of  any  estate  or 
condition,  shall  be  spared :  And  if  the  law  should  be  otlle^ 
wise,  inconvenience  might  follow;  for  it  may  be  that  tlie 
rage  and  force  of  the  water  might  be  so  great,  that  the 
value  of  the  land  adjoining  will  not  serve  to  make  tbe 
banks,  &c. ;  and  therefore  the  statutes  will  have  all  whid 
are  in  danger,  and  are  to  receive  benefit  by  the  making  of 
the  banks,  to  be  contributory,  for  qui  sen  tit  commodum,8en- 
tire  debet  et  onus;  and  the  said  statutes  require  eqnalitj, 
which  well  agrees  with  the  rule  of  equity.''    In  Emersw  t. 

(d)  5  Rep.  100. 
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Saltmarsh  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  sewers'  rate  assessed  in  Exeh.  of  PUa*^ 

gross  upon  a  township  was  bad.    In  Rex  v.  The  Comndg'  .   ^^^'   . 

sioners  of  Sewers  for  the  County  of  Essex  (A),  Lord  Tenter-  Winoatb 

den  says :  ''  K  no  usage  has  prevailed,  all  those  are  liable  Waits. 
who  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  work/' 

fVUdman,  for  the  defendant. — It  would  be  a  great  hard- 
■hip,  if  the  omission  of  a  single  person  in  the  rate  were  to 
render  it  void.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  is  the  omis- 
sion of  a  whole  district.]  The  omission  of  a  single  per- 
son would  equally  render  it  void,  if  such  a  doctrine  is 
to  prevail  as  is  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff;  there  can 
be  no  distinction  in  that  respect.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  omission  of  this  district  makes  it  so  void 
as  to  render  the  commissioners  liable  in  trespass.  It  is 
submitted  that  these  collateral  defects  cannot  be  inquired 
into  in  an  action  of  trespass.  The  rate  being  good  in 
form,  it  is  valid  until  it  is  quashed  upon  a  certiorari. 
The  commissioners  of  sewers,  in  making  a  rate,  act  in 
a  judicial  and  not  in  a  ministerial  ciq[>acity,  as  was  ob- 
served by  Patteson,  J.,  in  Pocock  v.  (yShaughnessy  (c),  and 
tiierefore  are  not  liable  to  trespass.  The  Court  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Sewers  is  a  Court  of  Record.  Com. 
Dig.  '  Sewers,'  D. ;  Callis  on  Sewers,  128.  Their  power  to 
hear  objections  is  recognised  in  the  recent  statute  for 
amending  the  law  relating  to  sewers,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s. 
16.  In  the  Duke  of  Newcastle  v.  Clarke  (rf),  Burrough,  J.,  says, 
"  The  commissioners  are  clothed  with  no  individual  rights 
as  a  consequence  of  their  office ;  they  act  in  their  official 
capacity  only.  They  are  persons  holding  a  Court  of  He- 
oord."  Even  assuming  the  rate,  therefore,  to  be  bad  for 
want  of  a  presentment,  it  would  not  render  the  commission- 
ers liable  to  an  action.  The  proper  mode  in  such  a  case  is  to 

(a)  7  Ad.  &  Ell.  206  ;  2  N.&  P.  (c)  6  Ad.  &  EU.  807. 

446.  (d)  8  Taunt  631 ;  8.  C.  2  Moore, 

(h)  1  B.  &  Cr.  477 ;  2  D.  &  R.  666. 
700. 
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Exeh.  </  PUa$t  move  that  the  rate  be  quashed  on  a  certiorari.  In  Ackerlen 
1840.  ^^  Parkinson  (a),  it  was  held  that  an  action  would  Dot  lie 
against  the  vicar-general  of  the  bishop  for  excommunica- 
ting a  person^  although  the  citation  was  void^  and  the  pro- 
ceedings thereon  had  been  set  aside  upon  appeal.  Lod 
Ellenborough  there  says^  "  If  it  were  necessary^  I  should 
like  to  look  at  several  of  the  authorities  which  have  beei 
cited.  But  the  impression  on  my  mind  at  present  is^  tlitt 
this  action  is  not  maintainable,  if  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
had  a  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter;  and 
that  it  had  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter, 
and  in  regard  to  some  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the 
citation,  there  can  be  no  doubt.^^  In  Emerson  v.  SaUmank 
the  point  was  not  raised,  whether  trespass  was  main- 
tainable; besides,  the  rate  there  was  bad  on  the  face  of  it 
It  has  been  held  that  no  action  lies  against  officers  for  a 
seizure  to  satisfy  a  poor  rate,  made  by  an  order  of  justicei 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction.  Nichols  v.  Walker  (i)i 
MUward  v.  Caffin[c),  The  commissioners  cannot  be  liable  in 
their*  individual  capacity  for  what  they  did  in  their  judicial 
capacity,  having  power  under  the  stat.  4  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  a.  3, 
to  hear  and  determine  all  matters  relative  to  the  making 
of  a  rate.  In  Gamett  v.  Ferrand  {d),  it  was  held  that  no 
action  will  lie  against  a  judge  of  a  Court  of  Record  for  an 
act  done  by  him  in  his  judicial  capacity ;  and  that  therefore 
trespass  would  not  lie  against  a  coroner,  for  turning  a  person 
out  of  a  room  where  he  was  about  to  take  an  inquisitioa 
Whatever  these  commissioners  have  done  in  their  judicial 
capacity  cannot  be  impeached,  until  it  is  reversed  by  i 
competent  tribunal.  Stafford  v.  Uamston  (e),  Fawcett  v. 
Fowlis  (/),  Dove  v.  Gray  (^),  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird  (A).  Un- 
der the  Statute  of  Sewers,  every  person  whose  property  de- 


(a)  3M.&Selw.  411. 
{b)  Cro.  Car.  394. 
(c)  2  W.  Bl.  1330. 
((/)  6B.  &Cr.  611;  9  D.  &  R. 
657. 
(«)  2  Brod.  &  B.  eOl ;  6  Moore, 


608. 

(/)  B.  &  Cr.  391;  1  Mao.  &  Rj. 
102. 

ig)  2  T.  R.  358. 

(A)  1  Brod.  &  B.  432;  4  Moore^ 
50. 
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rives  a  benefit  from  the  works  of  the  commissioners  is  Eteh.  of  puat, 
liable  to  be  rated,  although  the  benefit  be  not  immediate^  ^  ^' 
Soady  v.  lfils(m  {a) ;  and  in  an  action  of  trespass  against 
the  commissioners  for  levying  a  rate,  if  it  appear  that 
they  had  jurisdiction,  the  Court  will  not  inquire  whether 
the  rate  was  proportioned  to  the  benefit  received  from  the 
sewage  by  the  party  rated.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says  in 
that  case,  "  Though  numerous  cases  were  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment from  Keighley's  case  (b)  to  Rex  v.  The  Commissioners 
of  Sewers  for  the  Tower  Hamlets  {c),  the  doctrine  laid  down 
is  all  imiform  and  undisputed  as  applicable  to  the  present 
question.  It  rests  on  the  principle,  that  every  one  whose 
property  derives  benefit  from  the  works  of  the  commis- 
sioners may  be  assessed  to  the  rates  they  impose.^' 

Hildyard,  in  reply. — ^The  very  foundation  of  the  autho- 
rity of  the  commissioners  is,  that  they  should  inquire 
through  the  medium  of  a  jury,  and  therefore  a  present- 
ment was  necessary.  The  17th  section  of  8  &  4  W.  4, 
Cs  22,  provides,  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  pre- 
vent any  court  of  sewers  from  causing  inquiry  and  pre- 
sentment to  be  made  by  a  jury;  expressly  recognising 
their  authority  to  do  so.  Without  a  presentment,  there 
would  be  nothing  which  could  be  traversed.  In  the  case  of 
T^  Commissioners  of  Sewers  v.  ffllmore  (rf),  the  Court  re- 
fused a  certiorari  to  remove  a  presentment  for  not  repairing 
a  sewer,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  com- 
missioners had  refused  to  allow  the  defendant  to  traverse 
it;  but  there  there  was  no  presentment,  and  nothing 
which  could  be  traversed.  These  commissioners  have  en- 
tirely exceeded  their  authority,  and  are  therefore  liable  to 
an  action. 


(c)  3  Ad.  &  El.  248;  4  Nev.  (c)  9  B.  &Cr.  517;  4Man.  &  R. 

&  M.  477.  385. 

(b)  10  Rep.  142  b.  (d)  2  Keb.  137. 
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Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — Suppose  an  action  is  bronglit  i 
a  Court  where  there  is  a  limited  jurisdictioo,  and  the  di 
fendant  pleads  to  the  jurisdiction,  the  Court  must  deck 
whether  they  have  jurisdiction  or  not ;  and  if  they  deck 
that  they  have  jurisdiction,  in  a  case  where  they  deari 
have  no  pretence  for  it,  and  give  judgment  against  tl 
defendant,  and  act  on  that  decision,  they  may  be  liabk  1 
an  action.  With  respect  to  the  case  before  the  Court, 
always  thought  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  oomnuasioiie 
of  sewers  was  founded  entirely  on  the  presentment  to  I 
made  by  a  jury;  and  if  that  be  so,  and  they  prooee 
without  a  presentment,  their  jurisdiction  fails,  and  the 
are  liable  to  an  action  like  any  one  else.  The  case  ( 
Acker  ley  y.  Parkinson  is  very  distinguishable;  there  tk 
vicar-general  had  a  general  jurisdiction  over  the  subjed 
matter,  and  was  bound  to  decide  upon  it  when  broogli 
before  him,  one  way  or  another;  and  although  the  Com 
above  might  set  aside  his  adjudication,  still  he  would  no 
be  liable  to  an  action. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

On  a  subsequent  day. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said  that  the  Court  had  consi 
dered  the  matter,  and  that  it  appeared  to  them  that  th 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment :  that  the  foundatioi 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners  to  make  a  rat 
was  the  presentment  of  a  jury,  without  which  the  rat< 
was  utterly  void,  and  consequently  the  warrant  which  wa 
founded  upon  it  was  also  void. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


r 
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EjTch.  of  PUat, 
1840. 


BowE  and  Another  v.  Amis. 


v^ASE. — The  declaration  stated  a  jndgment  recovered  in  in  an  action  on 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  one  Richard  Waring,  for  a  the  sheHMhe 
certain  debt,  adjudged  to  the  plaintiffs  for  their  damages;  g^^,g*J^*"?uj  . 
that  the  said  judgment  being  in  full  force,  and  the  said  ment  recovered 
debt  and  damages  remaining  unsatisfied,  the  plaintiffs,  on  r.  w.,  the  de- 
Ac.  sued  out  a  writ  of  testatum  fieri  facias,  directed  to  the  gher^'of  a*writ 
flheriff  of  Bedfordshire,  commanding  him,  &c.,  which  said  °^^-  f».»8«ued 

"  upon  this  jud^ 

writ  was  duly  indorsed  to  levy  47/.  18«.  6^.,  and  was,  be-  ment,  indorsed 

to  levv  &c  * 

fore  the  return  thereof,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  delivered  to  the  that  the  sheriff 
defendant,  who  then  and  until  after  the  return  of  the  said  "^Jif  ML^*  ????' 

'  of  R.  W,  withm 

writ,  was  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Bedford,  to  be  exe-  ^^^  bailiwick, 

and  remained 

cnted  in  due  form  of  law.  It  then  alleged  a  seizure  by  in  possession  of 
the  defendant,  before  the  return  of  the  writ,  of  the  goods  of  tim^  duri*ng°°^ 
the  said  R.  Waring,  within  the  bailiwick,  and  that  the  de-  ^^ j^'^ught™©^^' 
fendant  remained  in  possession  of  the  said  goods  for  a  have  sold  them, 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  &c.,  the  money  indorsed  giected  the  ex- 
to  be  Icried  remaining  all  that  time  unpaid ;  that  the  de-  office!  and  for- 
fendant  might  have  sold  the  said  goods,  but,  intending  to  ^^^®  ^!?  *^"» 
deprive  the  plaintiffs  <rf  the  money  indorsed  and  directed  to  falsely  returned 
be  levied,  he  witfully  neglected  the  execution  of  his  office,  remained  in  his 
-and  wrongfully,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs  ^a^t  orbuyers. 
<wr  either  of  them,  forbore  to  sell,  &c.,  from  &c.  (the  date  of  -7T0  this  de- 

^  claration  the 

the  writ)  until  &c.,  when  he,  the  defendant,  returned  that  defendant 
he  had  taken  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  B.  Waring,  to  (hat  he  did  not 

take  in  execu- 
tion any  goods 
of  R.  W.,  or  remain  in  possession  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  far  the  said  space  of  time,  or  any 
part  thereof;  2ndly,  that  he  could  not,  nor  might,  nor  ought  to  have  sold  the  said  goods,  or  any 
n^  them,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  or  to  have  raised  thereout  the  monies  indorsed 
to  be  levied,  withiu  tlje  space  of  time  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  3rdly,  that  R  W.  became  a 
'bankrupt^  and  that  within  two  months  after  the  issuing  of  the  writ  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant,  and  of  the  seizure  of  the  goods,  and  before 
the  passing  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.,  c.  29,  and  before  the  defendant  could  or  ought  to  have  sold  the  said 
goads,  a  fiat  issued,  and  the  said  R.  W.  was  declared  a  bankrupt;  and  that,  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  an  official  assignee  was  appointed,  in  whom  the  said  goods  so  taken  in  execu- 
tion became  and  were  vested. 

Heid,  that  the  first  plea  was  bad  for  duplicity ;  that  the  second  plea  was  bad,  as  amounting 
to  the  ^neral  issue ;  and  that  the  third  was  bad,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  seizure 
«f  the^jvodsof  R.  W. 
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Bxek.  9f  P/ecf,  the  value  of  the  debt  and  damages  and  interest  in  the  said 
_  _  .  writ  mentioned,  and  then  in  and  by  the  said  return,  falsely 
and  deceitfully  further  returned,  that  the  goods  remained 
in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers ;  by  means  whereof  the 
plaintiffs  were  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  said  writ,  and 
now  put  to  great  costs  and  expenses,  &c. 

Pleas. — 1st,  that  the  defendant  did  not  seize  or  take  in 
execution  any  goods  or  chattels  of  the  said  Richard  War- 
ing, or  remain  or  continue  in  possession  thereof,  by  virtne 
of  the  said  writ,  for  the  said  space  of  time  in  the  said  de- 
claration in  that  behalf  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiffs  have  above  in  their  said 
declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  and  of  this  the  defendant 
puts  himself  upon  the  country,  &c.  Secondly,  that  tk 
defendant  could  not  nor  might,  nor  ought,  during  any 
part  of  the  time  in  the  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  men- 
tioned, to  have  sold  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said 
declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  or  any  part  thereof,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ,  or  to  have  raised  thereout  the  monies  indorsed  on  the 
said  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied,  or  any  part  thereof 
ready  to  have  been  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  within  the  space 
of  time,  or  before  the  day  or  year  in  the  said  declaration  in 
that  behalf  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plain- 
tiffs have  above  in  their  said  declaration  in  that  behalf 
alleged ;  and  of  this  the  defendant  also  puts  himself  upon 
the  country,  &c.  Thirdly,  that  long  before  the  delivery  of 
the  writ  of  fi.  fa.  to  the  defendant,  to  wit,  before  and  on 
&c.,  and  from  thence  continually  until  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat  in  bankruptcy  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  R.  W. 
was  a  trader  within  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  and  that  the  said  R.  W.,  so  being  such 
trader,  on  &c.  became  and  was  indebted  to  one  G.  W.  in 
&c.,  and  the  said  R.  W.  being  so  indebted,  and  being 
such  trader  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  before  the  deliveiy 
of  the  said  writ  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 
Z&c.,  became  and  was  a  bankrupt,  and  that  thereupon  after- 
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wards^  and  witliin  two  calendar  months  of  the  issuing  of  Exeh,  of  Pieat, 
the  said  writ,  and  of  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant^  ^  _  • 
and  of  the  seizing  and  taking  in  execution  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  R.  W.,  and  before  the  pass- 
ing of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  and  before  the  defendant  as  such 
sheriff  as  aforesaid  could^  or  mighty  or  ought  to  have  sold 
the  said  goods  or  any  part  thereof,  under  or  by  virtue  of 
the  said  writ  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  a  certain  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  said 
R.  W.  by  the  Rt.  Hon.  Christopher  Charles  Lord  Cotten- 
liam,  &c.,  &c.,  by  which  fiat  the  said  Lord  Chancellor  did 
authorize  the  said  G.  W.  to  prosecute  his  said  complaint 
in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  that  behalf,  (as  by  the 
said  fiat  duly  filed  and  entered  of  record,  and  now  remain- 
ing in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  being  a  record  of  the 
said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  reference  being  thereunto  had, 
fully  appears) :  by  virtue  of  which  said  fiat,  and  by  force  oif 
the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  John  Her- 
man Merivale,  Esq.,  being  one  of  the  Commissioners  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd 
day  of  May  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  did,  in  due  form  of 
law,  find  that  the  said  B.  W.  had  become  and  was  a  bankrupt 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statutes  made 
and  then  in  force  concerning  bankrupts,  before  the  day  of 
the  date  and  suing  forth  of  the  said  fiat,  and  did  then  de- 
clare and  adjudge  the  said  Bichard  Waring  to  be  a  bank- 
rupt accordingly,  and  afterwards,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  23rd  day  of  May  in  the 
year  last  aforesaid,  being  the  date  of  the  said  adjudication, 
the  said  John  Herman  Merivale,  so  being  such  commis- 
sioner as  aforesaid,  duly  made  a  memorandum  of  the  said 
adjudication ;  as  by  the  said  memorandum  now  remaining 
of  record  in  the  said  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  reference  being 
thereunto  had,  will  more  fully  appear. — The  plea  then  stated 
the  due  appointment  of  an  official  assignee,  and  that  the  es- 
tate and  effects  of  the  said  B.  W.,  including  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  so  seized  and  taken  in  execution  under  and  by 
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E^ek.  •/  PUa$t  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  became  and  were  rested  in  the  said 
^^^*        assignee ;  and  that  the  said  fiat  in  bankruptcy^  and  the  pro* 
ceedings  thereunder  respectively^  remain  and  are  in  M 
force  and  effect^  and  not  in  anywise  abated^  superseded, 
rescinded,  or  annulled.    Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  finl 
plea  is  double,  in  denying  any  taking  in  execution,  and 
also  denying  a  continuance  in  possession  by  the  defendint 
for  a  time  in  which  he  ought  to  have  sold.  And  also,  tbtl 
the  defendant  is  estopped  firom  denying  the  matters  denied 
by  that  plea. 

That  the  second  plea  amounts  to  the  general  isso^  nd 
is  argumentative. 

That  the  last  plea  is  argumentative,  in  indirect^  deny- 
ing  that  the  defendant  seized  any  goods  of  the  said  R.  W., 
and  also  that  it  is  informal  and  uncertain. 

Bramwell,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  dedantioii 
begins  by  stating,  in  the  usual  way,  the  issuing  of  the  writ 
of  fi.  fa.,  and  the  delivery  of  it  to  the  sheriff,  and  then 
avers  that  he  seized  and  continued  in  possession  for  along 
space  of  time,  during  which  he  might  have  sold  the  goods, 
and  complains  that  he  did  not  do  so.  [Lord  Abtnger, 
C.  B. — Is  not  the  gravamen  the  charge  of  a  false  return?] 
The  declaration  states  that  a  false  return  has  been  made; 
but  it  is  submitted  that  the  action  is  not  brought  for  that, 
but  for  a  breach  of  duty  in  what  took  place  before  tlie 
return,  viz.  the  not  selling;  and  that  the  action  would  be 
maintainable,  though  the  defendant  had  afterwards  sold, 
for  the  damages  sustained  by  his  delay.  This  appeals 
from  Airelon  v.  Davis  (a),  and  Jacobs  v.  Humphrey  (4). 
[Alderson,  B. — You  say  the  declaration  would  be  good,  if 
every  thing  relating  to  the  return  were  struck  out  ?]  Yes; 
and  it  is  questionable  whether  the  return  he  false:  as  it  seems 

(a)  9  Bing.  740;  3M.  &  Scott,  133.        (b)  4Tyr.  272;  2C.ftM.  411 
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to  mean  no  more  than  tliis^  that  the  sheriff  has  not  sold.  Exck.  tf  pum. 
Then  the  first  plea  is  double;  it  denies  the  seizure^  and  it  also  ^  ' 
denies  that  he  remained  in  possession  as  alleged.  [Lord 
Abrnger,  C.  B. — If  he  did  not  seize^  he  could  not  remain 
in  possession.]  But  the  converse  is  not  true ;  viz.  that  if 
he  did  seize^  he  must  have  remained  in  possession.  The 
test  as  to  whether  a  plea  is  double^  is  to  strike  out  one 
of  the  allegations  said  to  constitute  the  duplicity^  and 
see  if  a  sufficient  answer  remains  in  the  other;  and  then, 
striking  out  the  latter,  let  the  first  remain,  and  see  if  that 
constitutes  an  answer.  K  each  of  the  allegations  is  an 
answer,  and  they  do  not  involve  each  other,  the  plea  is 
double.  In  this  case,  if  no  writ  had  been  issued,  the  de- 
fendant could  not  have  seized  imder  it ;  yet  no  doubt  a 
plea  denying  both  the  issuing  of  the  writ  and  the  seizure 
would  be  double.  Tried  by  this  test,  then,  the  first  plea 
is  double.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^You  say,  under  a  denial 
by  the  defendant  that  he  remained  in  possession,  he  could 
not  have  contested  that  he  seized.]  Certainly.  [Lord  Abin^ 
ger,  C.  B. — ^That  is  so ;  but  would  a  plea  merely  denying  that 
he  remained  in  possession  be  good  ?  Must  he  not  shew  how 
lie  ceased  to  be  in  possession  ?]  It  would  be  bad  in  form, 
for  t  hat  reason ;  but,  it  is  submitted,  good  in  substance. 
Suppose  issue  joined  on  such  a  plea,  the  defendant  might 
show  that  he  parted  with  the  goods  by  the  license  of  the  plain- 
tiff; or  he  might  show,  (what  he  no  doubt  intended  to  do 
in  this  case  imder  that  denial,  viz.),  that  by  reason  of  the 
bankruptcy,  his  continuance  in  possession  was  unlawful: 
he  might  even  show  a  rescue. — [Aldersony  B. — That  would 
not  excuse  him.]  It  would  show  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of 
action  was  not  that  alleged  here ;  because  the  sheriff  could 
not  then  have  been  guilty  of  the  delay  alleged.  Then  it  would 
be  a  good  answer  in  substance ;  and  a  plea  is  not  the  less 
double,  because  one  of  the  matters  is  informally  pleaded* 
This  plea,  therefore,  is  double :  but  it  is  also  bad  for  the  other 
reasons  assigned.     The  plaintiff  does  not  contend  that  the 
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ExeK  of  PUast  defendant  could  not  deny  a  seizure  under  the  writ^  but  I 

complains  of  the  manner  in  which  he  has  done  it.  It 
impossible^  on  reading  the  plea^  to  say  what  it  admits  < 
denies : — whether  it  denies  a  seizure  altc^ether^  a  contiir 
ing  in  possession  altogether^  or^  admitting  both  seizure  ai 
remaining  in  possession^  or  one  of  them,  denies  th 
both  or  either  of  them  was  under  the  writ.  [Alderson,  B.- 
You  say  he  should  have  said  he  did  not  seize  in  maon 
and  form.]  That  would  have  been  correct ;  or  if  not,  ai 
mitting  a  seizure^  he  should  have  said  it  was  not  by  virti 
of  the  writ.  The  plea  is  a  negative  pregnant,  and  the  ol 
jection  is  very  strong  as  to  the  denial  that  he  continued  i 
possession  by  virtue  of  the  writ.  [Alderson,  B. — I  ctam 
tell  whether  or  not  he  admits  he  seized  by  virtue  of  tl 
writ,  and  that  he  continued  in  possession,  but  denies  tk 
was  by  virtue  of  the  writ.  Lord  Abmger,  C.  B. — There 
another  defect.  How  can  he  deny  he  seized,  in  thefiu 
of  his  return,  which  appears  on  the  declaration  ?]  Thit 
the  next  objection.  [Bramwell  was  then  stopped  as  to  tl 
first  plea.]  Secondly,  as  to  the  second  plea.  [Alderson,C,] 
— That  is  the  general  issue,  if  ever  there  was  one ;  it  denii 
the  breach  of  duty  complained  of.]  [The  learned  couns 
was  then  directed  to  argue  as  to  the  suflBciency  of  the  1* 
plea.]  The  first  objection  to  that  is,  that  it  is  an  argument] 
tive  denial  of  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  seized  tl 
goods  of  Waring.  Wright  v.  Lainson  [a)  is  a  direct  authoril 
to  that  eflfect.  In  that  case,  all  the  facts  up  to  the  retoi 
were  precisely  the  same  as  here ;  and  on  an  application  1 
plead  two  pleas,  one  denying  a  seizure  of  the  bankrupt 
goods,  and  the  other  specially  stating  the  bankruptcy 
Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  "  They  were  at  that  time  th 
goods  of  the  assignees  by  relation  to  the  time  when  th 
act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  although  the  fiat  ws 
not  issued  imtil  afterwards.   It  is  quite  clear,  that  to  proT< 

{a)  8  M.  &  W.  44. 
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the  shorter  plea,  you  must  prove  the  trading,  the  petitioning  Sxeh.  qf  PUat, 
creditor's  debt,  and  an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  date 
of  the  levy/'  Alder  son,  B.,  said — "  To  allow  these  pleas  to- 
gether would  be  introducing  all  the  evil  of  double  pleading, 
which  it  was  the  object  of  the  rules  to  avoid/'  [Lord 
AbtngeTf  C.  B. — That  case  only  shews  that,  under  a  tra- 
verse that  the  defendant  seized  the  goods  of  the  bank- 
rupt, he  might  have  shewn  the  bankruptcy,  &c. ;  not  that 
the  special  plea  was  bad.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  one 
proposition  follows  from  the  other ;  for  if,  under  the  tra- 
verse that  Waring's  goods  were  not  seized,  this  matter 
may  be  shewn,  then  the  special  plea  amounts  to  a  denial 
of  that  fact,  and  so  it  is  an  argumentative  traverse.  The 
common  test  is,  that  a  plea  must  either  traverse,  or  con- 
fess and  avoid.  If  this  plea  traverses,  it  is  wrongly  con- 
doded.  Then  does  it  confess  and  avoid  ?  Certainly  not. 
It  is  also  open  to  the  same  objection  as  the  first  plea;  it  is 
contrary  to  the  return  stated  on  the  record.  [He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Gunmng^  contra,  relied  upon  Lewis  v.  Alcock  (a),  as  an 
authority  to  shew  that  the  second  plea  was  good;  but  the 
Court  intimated  an  opinion  that  the  pleas  were  clearly 
bad,  and  he  thereupon  prayed  and  obtained 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs. 


(a)  3  M.  &  W.  188. 
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^Plemt, 
1840. 


A  decUrmtion  in 
assumpsit  con- 
tained a  count 
in  the  sum  of 
iK200,  for  horse 
keep,  and  work 
and  labour;  and 
another  count 
in  the  like  sum 
upon  an  account 
stated.     The 
defendant 
pleaded,  as  to  all 
except  it  150, 
non  assumpsit, 
and  as  to  that 
sum  payment 
The  cause  was 
referred  to  arbi- 
tration, and  the 
arbitrator  a- 
warded,  as  to 
the  first  issue, 
that  the  verdict 
should  be  en- 
tered for  the 
plaintiff;  and 
as  to  the  second 
issue,  so  far  as 
it  related  to 
£150,  he  di- 
rected a  verdict 
to  be  entered 
for  the  defend- 
ant, and  as  to 
the  residue  of 
that  issue,  for 
the  plaintiff; 
and  he  assessed 
the  damages  at 
14/.  4«.  9£/.,that 
being  the  ba- 
lance which  he 
adjudged  to  be 
due  to  the 
plaintiff: — 
Hefd,  that  the 
arbitrator  was 
not  bound  to 
find  the  first  is- 
sue distribu- 
tive! y,  so  as  to 
find  for  the 
plaintiff  as  far 
as  related  to 
14/.  4.  9</.,  and 
for  the  defendant 


Bird  v.  Penrice. 

1.  HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  in  indebitatus  a 
sompsit^  in  the  sum  of  jE200^  for  horse-keep,  and  work  si 
labour;  the  second,  on  an  account  stated,  for  the  like  soi 
Pleas,  first,  except  as  to  150/.  14f.  8dL  non  assumpsit;  a 
condly,  as  to  that  sum,  payment.  The  arbitrator  not  hsTii 
determined  the  issue  on  the  account  stated^  the  Court,  c 
a  former  day,  directed  the  award  to  be  sent  back  to  hi) 
to  be  corrected  in  this  particular.  By  a  mistake  in  drai 
ing  up  the  rule,  the  cause,  and  not  the  award,  appeared  1 
be  sent  back  to  the  arbitrator.  The  arbitrator  refused  1 
rehear  the  matter  or  to  examine  any  witnesses,  and  \ 
drew  up  his  award  in  these  terms  : — ^^  As  to  the  first  issu 
joined  between  the  parties,  I  direct  that  a  verdict  shall  b 
entered  for  the  plaintiff;  and  as  to  the  second  iasue,  i 
far  as  it  relates  to  150/.  14f.  %d,,  I  direct  that  a  Tcrdk 
be  entered  for  the  defendant,  and  as  to  the  residue  c 
that  issue,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  I  assess  the  damages  a 
14/.  4^.  9^.,  that  being  the  balance  which  I  adjudge  to  b 
due  to  him." 

Byles  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  tfa 
award  should  not  be  set  aside. — As  the  cause,  and  nc 
the  award  merely,  was  referred  back  to  the  arbitratoi 
it  was  his  duty  to  have  reheard  the  case  and  examine 
witnesses ;  and  not  having  done  so,  the  award  ought  t 
be  set  aside.  Secondly,  the  plaintiff  having  succeede 
as  to  part  only  of  the  first  issue,  the  arbitrator  should  har 
found  it  distributively,  in  the  same  manner  as  he  has  don 
the  second  issue.  The  declaration  claims  two  distinc 
items;  but,  according  to  this  award,  the  plaintiff  has  faile< 
as  to  part,  and  that  ought  to  be  found  for  the  defendant,  a^ 

as  to  the  residue. 


TKINITY  TBKK^  3  VICT.  755 

he  is  entitled  to  costs  as  to  that  part  in  which  he  has  sue-  tkek.  of  Pi§tu, 

1840 
Deeded.  Andersony.  C?iapman{a)  shews  that  the  general  issue 

may  be  found  distributively.  In  Prudhomme  v.  Fraser  (4), 
which  was  an  action  for  a  libel^  there  was  but  one  county 
and  a  plea  of  not  guilty;  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff^  and  also  that  a  great  part  of  the  alleged  libel  did 
not  apply  to  him;  and  the  Court  decided  that  such  part  of 
the  declaration  was  divisible^  and  that,  in  respect  of  it,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  costs  as  to  so  much  of  the  de- 
claration as  charged  libellous  matter,  the  innuendoes  re- 
specting which  had  been  negatived.  In  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit, where  several  demands  are  included  in  one  count, 
the  issue  is  necessarily  distributive.  Here  the  arbitrator 
should  have  found,  as  to  the  first  issue^  as  far  as  the  same 
related  to  14/.  4f.  ^d,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  as  to  the 
residue  of  that  issue,  for  the  defendant. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^We  cannot  grant  this  application. 
The  arbitrator  was  not  bound  to  rehear  the  case,  the  only 
object  in  sending  the  case  back  to  him  being  that  the 
award  might  be  set  right.  Secondly^  the  arbitrator  was 
not  bound  to  find  the  first  issue  distributively.  The  plain- 
tiff in  his  declaration  charges  the  defendant  with  being 
indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  £200,  but  that  sum  is  not 
material,  although  in  an  action  of  debt  the  sum  was 
formerly  held  to  be  so.  There  are  no  distinct  issues  raised 
on  the  first  count.  It  is  a  single  issue,  raising  the  question 
whether  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  or  not. 

Aldeeson,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  483.  (6)  2  A.  &  E.  645;  4  N.  &  M.  512. 
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Exch.  of  PleaSf 
1840. 

"  Georoe   Edmund  Platt  and  Judith  Anne,  his  Wife, 

since  deceased,  Flainti£fs ;  and  John  Bouth,  and  Others, 
Defendants. 

J.  R.  by  his       X>  Y  an  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  the  following 

ll^dni^hu^reai   ^^^^  ^^  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court. 

estates  to  be  John  Bamsden,  of  Hammersmith,  &c.,  duly  made  and 

sold  and  con-  ,  ,  ^ 

▼erted  into  per-  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  bearing 
theVenerai^re-  date  the  10th  day  of  March,  1825,  and  bequeathed  unto 
wna!  wtoteto'"  ^«  daughter,  Judith  Ann  Platt,  J.  Bouth,  T.  Shannan, 
his  daughter  and  J.  Gillctt,  (whom  he  appointed  his  executrix  and  exe- 
j.  s.,  and  J.  61,  cutors),  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  a  cer- 

his  executrix        j    •       i         r    i  j  j  •  •a_     a.        ^   tt 

and  executors,  ^^^  leasehold  mcssuagc  and  premises  situate  at  Ham- 
upon  trust,  to     mersmith,  for  all  such  term,  estate,  and  interest  as  be 

permit  his  said  '  '  '     ^ 

daughter  to  re-  should  have   therein  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  aH 

ceive  the  rents 

and  dividends  the  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate  and  plated  ar- 
her^infe  and"*  ticlcs,  chiua,  prints  and  pictures,  household  linen,  wine, 
after  her  de-      spirits,   and   Other  household   effects  whatsoeyer,  whicb 

cease,  upon  *  ^  ^ 

trust,  for  such  should  be  his  property  in  or  about  the  same  messuage  and 

8onr(other  than  premises  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  upon  trust,  if  the  said 

j"w  ^andVis  J^^ith  Ann  Platt  should  so  direct,  but  not  otherwise,  to 

relations,  sell  the  Same  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and  to  stand 

M.  H.,  and  his 

relations,  and 
the  relations  of 

the  late  husband  of  the  testator's  said  daughter,  and  every  of  them)  in  such  parts,  shares,  snd 
proportions,  and  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  the  said  i.  A.  P.,  whether  sole  or  covert,  sbonld 
by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  D.  R.  And  the 
testator  declared,  that  in  case  his  said  daughter  should  intermarry  with  the  said  J.  W.,  or  toy 
of  his  relations,  or  should  reside  with  or  receive  visits  from  him  or  them,  the  bequests  in  her 
power  should  utterly  cease.  After  the  testator's  death,  the  said  J.  A.  P.  married  G.  E.  P.,  and 
the  interest  and  dividends  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  were  regularly  paid  to  her  until  her 
death.  Previously  to  her  death  she  made  a  will,  and  thereby,  in  exercise  of  the  power  undtf 
her  father's  will,  she  gave  ;^  10,000  Consols  to  the  descendants  of  the  before- named  D.  R., 
and  gave  all  the  rest  of  her  late  father's  property  to  various  persons,  strangers  in  blood  to 
both  her  father  and  herself.     D.  R.  was  the  son  of  a  brother  of  J.  R.  the  testator. 

Heldf  1st,  that,  on  the  death  of  J.  A.  P.  a  duty  of  one  per  cent,  became  payable  tn  respect  of 
the  bequest,  in  the  will  of  i.  R.,  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  J.  A.  P.,  after  al- 
lowing any  duty  already  paid  in  respect  thereof. 

2ndly,  That  no  probate  duty  was  payable  upon  the  probate  of  the  will  of  J.  A.  P.,  in  respect 
of  the  estate  and  effects  bequeathed  and  appointed  by  her  will. 

Srdly,  That  legacy  duty  was  payable  in  respect  of  the  bequests  contained  in  the  will  of 
J.  A.  P.  at  the  same  rate  at  which  it  would  have  been  payable  if  they  had  been  mere  le- 
gacies given  by  her,  payable  out  of  her  own  personal  estate. 
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and  be  possessed  of  the  money  wluch  shonld  arise  and  be  Sxck.  of  Pieati 
produced  from  such  sale,  after  deducting  the  costs  and  '  ^ 

expenses  attending  or  incident  to  the  same,  as  part  of  his  Pi*att 
residuary  estate  :  And  the  said  testator  by  his  said  wise  also  Routh. 
gave  and  devised,  and  by  virtue  and  in  exercise  and  exe- 
cution of  every  power  and  authority  in  any  wise  enabling 
him  in  that  behalf,  appointed  all  and  singular  the  freehold 
and  copyhold  messuages  or  tenements,  lands,  and  here- 
ditaments, then  belonging  to  him  the  said  J.  Bamsden, either 
in  possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  or  in  or 
over  which  he  had  any  devisable  interest  or  power  of  ap- 
pointment, with  their  and  every  of  their  rights,  members, 
and  appurtenances,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Judith 
Ann  Flatt,  J.  Bouth,  J.  Sharman,  and  John  Oillett,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared 
concerning  the  same,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust,  with  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  said  Judith  Ann  Flatt  during 
her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  then  at  their  discretion,  to 
make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises  in  manner  therein  mentioned;  and  the  said 
testator  thereby  declared,  that  the  money  which  should 
arise  or  be  produced  by  or  from  such  sale  should  fall  into 
and  be  considered  as  further  part  of  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  him  the  said  testator,  and  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  premises  in  the  meantime,  until  the 
same  should  be  sold,  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  in- 
come of  the  said  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  said  tes- 
tator, or  of  the  stocks,  fimds,  or  securities  in  or  upon 
which  the  same  or  the  produce  thereof  was  thereinafter 
directed  to  be  invested :  and  that  the  said  monies,  rents^ 
and  profits  respectively,  should  be  subject  to  the  disposi- 
tions thereinafter  made  of  and  concerning  the  residue  of 
the  said  personal  estate  of  the  said  testator,  and  the  in- 
come thereof :  And  the  said  testator  thereby  also  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  each  of  them  the  said  J.  Boutb,  J.  Shar- 
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EMch.  qf  PieoMt  msLU,  and  John  Gillette  respectivelj,  the  som  of  £400  £3 
V  ^  '  ^  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities;  and  to  each  of 
Platt  them  the  said  J.  Sharman  and  J.  Gillett  respectively,  the 
RouTB.  further  sum  of  £2000  of  lawful  money ;  to  Hannah  Kera 
Bouth,  the  stmi  of  £200  of  like  lawful  money ;  to  Joseph 
Chapman,  £100  of  like  lawful  money ;  to  J.  Blagborougb, 
£50  of  like  lawful  money ;  and  to  Elizabeth  London,  dur- 
ing her  Ufe,  an  annuity  of  £25:  And  the  said  testator  abo 
gave  and  bequeathed  unto  the  said  Judith  Ann  Platt,  J. 
Bouth,  J.  Sharman,  and  J.  Gillett,  all  his  leasehold  mes- 
suages, tenements,  and  lands,  with  the  buildings  sad 
appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  except  the  leasehdd 
premises  at  Hammersmith,  which  he  had  thereinbefore  dis- 
posed of  as  aforesaid,  for  all  such  term  and  estate  as  he  should 
have  therein  at  his  decease,  and  all  the  rest  and  residue  of 
his  money,  and  securities  for  money  in  the  funds,  goods, 
chattels,  and  personal  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
not  thereinbefore  given  or  bequeathed,  upon  trust  that  thcj, 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns,  should,  as  soon  as  they  conre- 
niently  could  after  his  decease,  collect,  get  in,  and  re- 
ceive all  such  money  as  should  be  then  due  to  him 
from  any  person  or  persons  whosoever;  and  should 
sell,  dispose  of,  and  convert  into  money  his  said  leasehold 
premises,  and  such  part  of  his  residuary  personal  estate  as 
should  not  consist  of  money  or  monies  in  the  funds,  and 
should,  by  and  out  of  that  part  of  his  personal  estate  which 
should  consist  of  money,  and  the  money  to  be  collected 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  produce  of  any  other  stock  or  funds 
belonging  to  him  the  said  testator,  which  his  said  trustees 
were  thereby  authorized  and  empowered  at  any  time  to 
sell  and  dispose  of,  pay  and  discharge  all  his  the  said  tes- 
tator's just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  the  legacies  and  sums  of  money  thereinbefore  be- 
queathed, and  directed  to  be  raised  and  appropriated  for 
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the  purposes  thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  shonld  lay  ont  E*ch.  of  PUat, 
and  invest  the  residue  of  the  said  trust-monies,  and  also  the  '  ^ 

monies  which  should  arise  from  the  sale  of  the  said  freehold  Platt 
and  copyhold  hereditaments  thereinbefore  devised,  in  the  Routh. 
joint  names  of  them  the  said  trustees,  in  case,  as  to  the 
said  last-mentioned  monies,  such  sale  or  sales  should  be 
made  in  the  said  Judith  Ann  Piatt's  lifetime,  in  or  upon 
any  of  the  Government  stocks  or  frmds  of  Great  Britain,  or 
upon  real  securities  in  England,  and  should  from  time  to 
time  vary  and  change  the  securities  in  or  upon  which  the 
said  trust-monies  should  then  be  invested,  either  as  occa- 
sion should  require,  or  as  the  said  Judith  Ann  Flatt  should 
think  fit ;  and  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  said 
trust-monies  and  premises,  and  the  stocks,  funds,  and  se- 
curities belonging  to  the  said  testator,  or  so  much  and  such 
parts  of  the  same  as  should  not  be  disposed  of  as  aforesaid, 
and  the  dividends,  interest,  and  income  thereof,  and  also  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  testator's  freehold  and  co- 
pyhold hereditaments  and  premises,  until  the  sale  of  the 
same,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to 
Bay,  upon  trust  that  his  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  should  pay  the  dividends,  interest,  and  income 
of  all  and  singular  the  said  trust-monies,  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  testator's 
freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  and  premises,  until 
such  sale  thereof  as  aforesaid,  unto,  or  otherwise  permit  and 
suffer,  the  said  Judith  Ann  Flatt,  or  her  assigns,  to  receive 
the  same  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and  from  and 
immediately  after  her  decease,  then  upon  trust  that  his 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  should  pay 
thereout  £3000  of  lawfril  money  to  the  said  John  Shar- 
man,  and  £3000  of  like  money  unto  the  said  John  Gil- 
lett;  and  the  said  testator  thereby  directed,  that  after 
such  last-mentioned  payments,  his  then  surviving  trus- 
tees   should  stand  and  be  possessed   of  the  said   trust 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  monies^  stocks^  fimdsi  and  securities,  and  the  dividends, 
w  ^  .  interest,  and  income  thereof,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits 
Platt  of  his  said  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  and  pie- 
RouTH.  mises,  imtil  the  sale  of  the  same,  upon  trust  for  such  pe^ 
son  or  persons  (other  than  and  except  Joseph  Woodhead, 
otherwise  Woodward,  of  Russia  Bow,  Cheapside,  and  hit 
relations,  Moses  Hoper  of  Dorset  Street^  Esq.,  and  hit 
relations,  and  the  relations  of  the  late  husband  of  tbe 
testator^s  said  daughter,  and  every  of  them)  in  such  parts, 
shares  and  proportions,  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  and 
in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  said  Judith  Anne  Platt, 
as  well  when  covert  or  sole,  and  notwithstanding  her  co- 
verture, by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  vmting,  or  any 
writing  purporting  to  be  or  being  in  the  nature  of  her 
last  will  and  testament,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto, 
to  be  by  her  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of  and 
attested  by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  direct 
or  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appoint- 
ment, and  so  far  as  any  such  direction  or  appointment,  if 
incomplete,  should  not  extend,  upon  trust  for  the  next  of 
kin  of  Dyson  Bamsden,  late  of  Waterclough,  in  the  parish 
of  South  Oram,  near  Halifax,  in  equal  shares  and  propor- 
tions, and  to  pay  the  same  accordingly.  And  by  the  said 
testator's  will  it  is  provided,  and  he  did  thereby  expressly 
declare  his  will  and  mind  to  be,  that  in  case  his  said 
daughter  Judith  Ann  Flatt  should  at  any  time  thereafter 
intermarry  with  the  said  Joseph  Woodhead,  otherwise 
Woodward,  or  with  any  of  his  relations,  or  in  case  she 
should  reside  with  or  should  visit  or  receive  visits  from 
him  the  said  Joseph  Woodhead,  otherwise  Woodward,  or 
any  of  his  relations,  then,  and  in  any  or  either  of  the  said 
cases  the  said  testator  declared,  that  all  and  singular  the 
gifts  and  bequests  to,  and  the  trusts  contained  in  his  said 
will  in  favour  of,  and  the  power  of  appointment  therein- 
before given  to,  the  testator's  said  daughter,  should  from 
thenceforth  be  absolutely  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 


TRINITY   TERM,  3  VICT.  761 

effects  and  purposes^  and  then  and  from  thenceforth  the  ExOl  of  PUoif 
said  testator  directed  that  his  said  trustees,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  should  stand  and  be  possessed 
of  all  and  singular  the  said  trust-monies,  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities,  upon  trust  with  and  out  of  the  said  divi- 
dends,  interest,  and  income  thereof,  to  pay  to  his  said 
daughter  the  weekly  sum  of  410s.,  and  no  more,  during  her 
life ;  and  subject  thereto,  it  was  the  testator's  will  that  the 
whole  of  his  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities, 
and  the  diiddends,  interest,  and  income  thereof,  should 
go  and  belong  to,  and  be  held  in  trust  for,  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  said  Dyson  Kamsden,  to  whom  the  said  testator 
gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  accordingly;  and  the 
testator  declared  that  the  right  of  his  said  daughter  to 
consent  to  the  sale  of  his  said  freehold  and  copyhold  pre- 
mises should  absolutely  cease  and  be  Toid,  and  his  said 
trustees  should  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  to  a  sale  thereof, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  said  testator's  daughter  had 
actually  departed  this  life. 

The  said  John  Ramsden,  on  the  lOth  of  May,  1826, 
died  without  having  altered  or  revoked  his  said  will,  leaving 
the  said  Judith  Ann  Flatt,  being  his  only  child  and  heiress 
at  law,  and  sole  next  of  kin,  him  surviving,  and  also  leav- 
ing the  said  several  other  legatees  in  the  said  will  men- 
tioned, excepting  the  said  wife  of  the  said  testator,  him 
surviving.  And  after  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  the 
said  will  was  duly  proved  by  the  said  Judith  Ann  Piatt, 
John  Bouth,  John  Sharman,  and  John  Oillett,  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury. 

Soon  after  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  the  said 
Judith  Ann  Piatt  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
against  the  said  John  Bouth,  John  Sharman,  and  John 
Oillett,  the  other  executors  and  trustees  named  in  the  said 
testator's  will,  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  said  will 
might  be  carried  into  execution  imder  the  decree  of  the 
said  Court,  and  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken 
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Btek.  ^  PUtUf  of  the  said  testator's  estates,  debts,  and  legacies,  and  thit 
^^^'   .     the  residue  might  be  invested  and  secured  in  the  aid 
Court,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  said  will ;  and  that  the  in- 
come thereof  might  be  paid  to  the  said  Judith  Ann  Pktt, 
according  to  the  trusts  of  the  said  will. 

By  a  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  said  cause,  by 
his  Honor  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  bearing  date  the  lOth 
day  of  March,  1828,  his  Honor  did  declare  that  die 
will  of  the  said  testator  ought  to  be  established,  and  die 
trusts  thereof  performed  and  carried  into  execution,  and 
did  order  and  decree  the  same  accordingly.  [The  cue 
then  set  forth  an  account  of  the  testator's  property,  whidi 
is  not  material.] 

After  the  death  of  the  said  John  Bamsden,  the  and 
Judith  Ann  Piatt  intermarried  with  the  said  Qeorge  Ed- 
mund Piatt,  who  surrived  her,  and  she,  being  under  cofcr- 
ture,  duly  made  and  published  her  last  will  and  testament 
in  writing,  bearing  date  the  27th  day  of  April,  1837, 
signed  and  published  by  her  in  the  presence  of  and  attested 
by  three  credible  witnesses ;  and  thereby,  after  reciting  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  her  father,  the  said  John  Rsms- 
den,  and  the  said  power  of  appointment  to  her  thereby  giveoi 
she  the  said  testatrix,  pursuant  to  and  by  force  and  rirtoe 
and  in  exercise  and  execution  of  the  power  or  authority 
to  her  for  that  purpose  given  or  limited,  or  in  her  Tested 
in  or  by  the  said  will  of  her  said  father,  and  of  all  other 
powers  and  authorities  enabling  her  in  that  behalf,  di- 
rected and  appointed,  that  immediately  from  and  after  her 
decease,  all  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  her  said  Iste 
father,  of  which  she  had  any  disposing  or  appointing  power 
under  or  by  virtue  of  his  said  will,  should  be  in  trust,  and 
be  conveyed  and  assigned,  and  paid  and  payable,  to  Wil- 
liam Walker  Drake,  Esq.,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors^ and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature  and  quality  of 
the  said  estates  respectively ;  but  nevertheless,  upon  and 
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for  the  trusts^  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  nnder,  and  Bxth.  qf  PUatf 
subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  and  declarations  therein-  .  ^^^' 
after  expressed  and  declared  of  and  concerning  the  same. 
And  in  further  exercise  of  the  said  power  or  authority  in 
her  vested  as  aforesaid,  the  said  testatrix  did  thereby  di- 
rect and  declare,  that,  immediately  after  her  decease,  there 
should  be  raised  and  paid  out  of  the  real  and  residuary 
personal  estate  of  her  said  late  father,  the  legacies  or 
sums  thereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  [setting  forth 
various  legacies  to  different  persons,  which  it  is  unne- 
cessary to  state].  And  the  said  testatrix  did  abo  direct 
and  declare,  that  there  should  be  paid  unto  the  defendants 
Sarah  Denison,  Sarah  Pickels,  Mary  Bagerley,  Susanna 
Wilson,  Robert  Bamsden,  William  Bamsden,  Rose  Frith, 
Thomas  Leeming,  Sarah  Cropper,  and  Elizabeth  Tattersall, 
or  such  of  them  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  her 
decease,  and  to  the  personal  representatives  by  way  of 
ubstitution  of  such  of  them  as  might  be  then  dead,  and 
unto  any  other  person  or  persons  living  at  her  decease, 
who,  in  case  the  said  testatrix  had  died  without  exercising 
the  power  given  to  her  by  the  will  of  her  said  late  father 
as  aforesaid,  would  have  been  entitled  to  all  or  any  part  of 
his  real  and  residuary  personal  estate,  under  the  description 
in  his  said  will  of  next  of  kin  of  Dyson  Bamsden,  late  of 
Waterclough,  in  the  parish  of  South  Oram,  near  Halifax, 
in  the  county  of  York,  deceased,  or  the  personal  represent- 
atives, by  way  of  substitution,  of  any  of  them  who  might 
be  then  dead,  the  sum  of  £10,000,  £3  per  cent.  Con- 
solidated Annuities,  to  be  divided  between  or  amongst 
them,  or  their  respective  representatives  by  way  of  sub- 
stitution as  aforesaid,  in  equal  shares  or  proportions ;  but 
80  that  such  respective  personal  representatives  should  be 
entitled  to  no  greater  or  other  shares  than  their  respective 
testators  or  testatrixes,  or  persons  intestate,  as  the  case 
might  be,  under  whom  such  representatives  might  respect- 
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Etch,  rf  P<Mff  tlvely  claim^  would  have  been  entitled  if  then  lining;  and 
■  18^Q'^  the  said  testatrix  desired  the  said  snm  of  ^610,000,  £3  per 
Platt  cent.  Consolidated  Annnities,  to  be  pud  within  six  calendar 
^RouTH.  n^onths  next  after  her  decease :  and  subject  to  and  chafed 
and  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  said  legacies  and 
annuities  thereinbefore  appointed^  given^  and  bequeathed, 
the  said  testatrix  did  thereby  appoint^  give,  bequeath, 
and  devise  all  and  singular  the  freehold  and  copyhold 
hereditaments,  and  parts  and  shares  of  freehold  and  copy- 
hold hereditaments,  leasehold  premises,  fumitory  stocks, 
monies,  mortgages,  securities,  shares,  and  all  other  reii 
and  residuary  personal  estate  and  effects  of  her  said  late 
fiftther,  and  over  which  she  had  any  disposing  or  appoint- 
ing power  under  or  by  virtue  of  his  said  will,  unto  the  said 
William  Walker  Drake,  his  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns;  and  the  said  testator  did  thereby  ap- 
point the  said  William  Walker  Drake,  and  also  George 
Edmimd  Platt,  Esq.,  executors  of  her  said  last  will. 

The  estate  and  effects  so  bequeathed  and  appointed 
by  the  said  last-mentioned  will,  consisted  of  £1000  East 
India  stock,  £20,000  Reduced  £3  per  cents.,  £40,000 
New  £Z\  per  cents.,  £40,000  Reduced  £3^  per  cents., 
£20,800  £3  per  cent  Consols,  3333/.  6«.  M.  £3  per  cent 
Consols,  and  833/.  6«.  %d,  like  stock,  subject  to  the  re- 
spective life  interests  of  Robert  Ramsden  and  his  children, 
and  of  Elizabeth  London,  and  other  effects  of  the  value  of 
6050/.  a».  4rf. 

All  the  persons  named  as  cestuique  trusts  in  the  appoint- 
ment made  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Platt,  whereby  she  limited 
and  appointed  all  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  said 
John  Ramsden  to  William  Walker  Drake,  were  strangers 
in  blood  both  to  Mr.  Ramsden  and  to  Mrs.  Platt,  exoqit 
the  descendants  of  Dyson  Ramsden,  to  which  descendants 
the  sum  of  £10,000  consolidated  Bank  Annuities  was 
given,  and  which  Dyson  Ramsden  watf  the  son  of  a  brother 
of  the  father  of  the  testator,  John  Ramsden. 
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The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : —  ft»*.  •/  Pfa«, 


First.  On  what  principle  is  the  legacy  duty  payable  in 
respect  of  the  bequest^  in  the  said  will  of  John  Ramsden, 
of  the  residue  of  his  estates  and  effects  to  Judith  Ann 
Piatt  to  be  calculated  ? 

Secondly.  Whether  probate  duty  is  payable  upon  the 
probate  of  the  will  of  the  said  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  in  respect 
of  the  said  estate  and  effects  bequeathed  and  appointed  by 
her  said  will  as  aforesaid :  and  if  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  probate  duty  is  payable  only  in  respect  of 
some  portion  of  the  said  estates  and  effects,  then, 

Thirdly.  In  respect  of  what  portion  of  such  estate  and 
effects  is  probate  duty  payable? 

-  Fourthly.  Whether  legacy  duty  is  payable  in  respect  of 
the  several  bequests  contained  in  the  said  will  of  the 
said  Judith  Ann  Piatt :  and  if  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  legacy  duty  is  payable  in  respect  thereof, 
then. 

Fifthly.  At  what  rate  is  the  legacy  duty  payable  in  re- 
spect of  the  said  several  bequests  respectively  to  be  calcu- 
lated? 

The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  Term  last,  by 

The  SoUcitor-Generaly  for  the  Crown. — ^In  arguing  this 
case>  it  may  perhaps  be  more  convenient  to  take  the  fourth 
question  first;  which  raises  the  point  whether  legacy  duty 
is  payable  by  the  appointees  under  Mrs.  Piatt's  will,  as 
the  others  will  depend  mainly  upon  that.  There  are 
three  points  that  arise  upon  this  part  of  the  case:  the 
first  is,  whether  the  duty  is  not  payable  from  these  ap- 
pointees as  from  strangers  in  blood  taking  under  Mrs. 
Platfs  will,  that  is,  d£10  per  cent,  upon  the  amount  of  the 
legacies.  By  the  stat.  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  schedule,  part  8, 
the  duty  is  given  upon  "  legacies,^'  and  one  question  will 
bCj  what  is  the  sense  in  which  the  legislature  haa  used  the 
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jBcdk.  rf  pimm,  word  ''  legacies/'  in  respect  of  which  the  duty  is  imposec 

Whatever  questions  might  arise  in  many  cases  npon  tlu 
subject,  the  legislature  has  rendered  unnecessary  the  di 
cussion  in  this  case,  because  it  has  given  its  own  definitic 
of  what  shall  be  deemed  a  legacy.  It  will  be  necessary  1 
call  attention  to  the  36  Gteo.  8,  c.  52,  s.  7,  a  statute  whk 
is  stiUin  force  with  regard  to  all  its  provisions  that  a|ipfy1 
this  case,  although  repealed  with  regard  to  the  amount  of  ti 
duty.  The  fDurth  section  of  the  46  Qeo.  8,  c  28,  wiH  all 
be  found  material.  The  former  defines  what  is  to  be  on 
sidered  a  l^acy  where  it  is  derived  from  perMmo/properl 
only;  and  the  latter  repeats  that  definition  in  respe 
to  charges  upon  real  property.  By  the  86  Greo.  8,  c  5! 
s.  7,  it  is  enacted, ''  That  any  gift,  by  any  will  or  tetfa 
mentary  instrument  of  any  person  dying  after  the  pasmi 
of  this  act,  which  shall,  by  virtue  of  such  will  or  testi 
mentary  instrument,  have  effect  or  be  satisfied  out  of  tt 
personal  estate  of  such  person  so  dying,  or  out  of  any  pe 
sonal  estate  which  such  person  shall  have  power  to  dispoi 
of  as  he  or  she  shall  think  fit,  shall  be  deemed  and  take 
to  be  a  legacy  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  sc 
whether  the  same  shall  be  given  by  way  of  annuity  or  i 
any  other  form,  and  whether  the  same  shall  be  charge 
only  on  such  personal  estate,  or  charged  also  on  real  estsl 
of  the  testator  or  testatrix,  which  shall  give  the  same;  g 
cept  80  far  as  the  same  shall  be  satisfied  out  of  such  ra 
estate,  in  a  due  execution  of  the  will  or  testamentaxy  ii 
strument  by  which  the  same  shall  be  given;  and  every  gil 
which  shall  have  effect  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa,  shall  sh 
be  deemed  a  legacy  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  tiii 
act.''  The  enactment  in  the  46  Geo.  8,  c.  28,  s.  4;,  is  t 
the  same  effect,  only  extending  it  to  charges  upon  ra 
estate.  The  effect  and  bearing  of  the  several  statutes  can 
not  be  better  or  more  distinctly  stated,  than  in  the  word 
of  Lord  Lyndhwrst^  C.  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  o 
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this  Court  in  the  case  Ex  parte  Cholmondeley  (a).  His  Mwdu  rf  Pimu, 
Lordship  says:  — ''The  facts  of  the  case  were  these:  kJ^^L^ 
Upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Chohnondeley^  the  sum  of  Platt 
jE20,000  was  vested  in  trustees^  upon  trusty  as  far  as  Routh. 
related  to  the  income  arising  out  of  that  money^  to  her 
fiEither  for  life^  and  to  her  husband  for  life^  and  in  the 
event  of  her  surviving,  to  her  for  life,  and  in  the  event  of 
her  having  no  children,  with  a  power  to  her  to  appoint  that 
sum  of  money.  The  result  was,  she  had  no  children ;  and 
she  made  a  testamentary  appointment  conformably  to  the 
authority  thus  given.  The  question  is,  whether  the  money 
taken  under  that  testamentary  appointment  is  subject  to 
the  legacy  duty  imposed  by  55  Oreo.  3,  c.  184.  In  the 
schedule  to  that  act,  the  duty  is  imposed  upon  every  legacy 
payable  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator.  It  was 
contended  at  the  bar,  that  this  was  not  a  legacy  payable 
out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  that  it  did 
not  come,  therefore,  within  the  words  or  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act,  and  that  the  duty,  therefore,  was  not  pay- 
able. In  order  to  come  to  a  right  conclusion  upon  this 
subject,  it  is  necessary  to  advert  to  the  previous  acts  im- 
posing duties  upon  legacies.  The  three  first — ^20  Oreo.  8, 
c.  28,  23  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  and  29  Oreo.  3,  c.  51,  impose  the 
duties  upon  a  receipt  or  acquittance  given  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  legacies  left  by  any  will,  in  general  terms,  leav- 
ing the  Court  to  define  what  was  meant  as  a  legacy  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  next  act, 
namely,  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  in  the  clause  imposing  the 
duty,  enacts,  that  the  duty  shall  be  payable  upon  all 
legacies  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator; but  in  the  7th  section  of  that  act  there  is  a  declar- 
ation of  the  legislature  as  to  what  is  to  be  deemed  a 
legacy  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    By  the  7th  section 

(a)  1  C.  &  M.  149. 
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Esek.  rf  Pkoi,  it  is  enacted,  that  all  gifts  payable  out  of  the  perscmi 
^^^'  estate  of  the  testator,  or  out  of  the  personal  estate  whic 
the  testator  has  the  power  of  disposing  of,  ahall  be  deeme 
and  considered  a  legacy  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  < 
Parliament.  The  legislature,  therefore,  in  the  act  itsel 
interpreted  and  defined  what  is  meant  by  a  legacy  payaU 
out  of  the  personal  estate.  The  next  act  is  the  44  Geo.  \ 
c.  98;  in  that  act  there  is  no  section  or  provision  com 
spending  with  the  provision  to  which  I  have  adverted  i 
the  36  Geo.  3,  describing  ^^hat  the  legislature  meant  b 
the  term  '  legacy '  within  the  meaning  of  that  ac 
However,  if  the  question  had  arisen  upon  the  44  Geo.  8, 
should  have  been  of  opinion,  that  as  the  legislature  bi 
in  the  previous  act  defined  what  is  meant  by  the  ten 
'  legacy,'  it  would  be  considered  that  the  legislature  use 
the  term  (the  act  being  passed  in  pari  materi&)  in  the  sani 
sense  and  to  the  same  extent  in  which  it  had  used  it  i 
the  previous  act ;  and  it  appears  to  me  obvious  that  th 
must  have  been  the  meaning  of  the  legislature,  because  tl 
object  of  the  44  Qeo.  3  was  to  consolidate  the  regulatioi 
and  provisions  of  the  previous  act,  and  to  consolidate  tl 
duties.  There  is  no  intimation  whatever  in  the  44  Geo.  I 
that  there  was  any  intention  to  reduce  the  duties ;  thj 
leads,  therefore,  I  think,  fairly  to  the  conclusion,  thattli 
legislature  would  not  have  intended,  under  the  term  '  I< 
gacy,'  to  give  a  more  limited  meaning  to  that  tenn  tha 
it  had  in  the  86  Geo.  3.  We  are  led  to  the  same  condi 
sion  by  the  consideration  of  the  45  Geo.  8,  c.  28,  which  wi 
passed  in  the  following  year.  By  the  45  Geo.  3,  the  dot 
is  made  payable  upon  legacies  out  of  any  real  or  persoiu 
estate  of  the  testator.  In  the  45  Qeo.  3  there  is  a  dam 
similar  to  the  7th  section  of  the  36  Qeo.  8,  defining  whi 
the  legislature  meant  by  the  term  '  legacies,'  and  in  thi 
description  it  states,  that  any  gift  payable  out  of  the  pa 
sonal  estate,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which  the  testi 
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tor  has  the  power  of  disposing  of,  shall  be  considered  a  Exch.  of  pims, 
legacy  within  the  meaning  of  that  act.  So  that^  under  the 
36  Oeo.  3,  and  under  the  45  Greo.  3^  the  legislature  has  dis- 
tinctly defined  what  is  meant  by  the  term  'legacy;^  and 
it  seems  impossible  to  come  to  a  conclusion,  that  in  the 
intermediate  act  of  44  Geo.  3,  it  intended  to  give  a  differ- 
ent interpretation  to  the  term,  or  that  it  should  have  less 
effect  than  in  the  previous  and  subsequent  acts.  I  should 
think,  therefore,  it  is  perfectly  clear  under  the  44  Geo.  3, 
that  the  term  'legacy,^  meaning  any  legacy  payable  out 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  party  deceased,  would  not 
only  extend  to  a  legacy  properly  payable  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  but  to  a  legacy  payable  out  of  any  property 
which  the  party  had  the  power  of  disposing  of  by  will.  If 
that  be  so,  the  language  of  the  48  Geo.  3  is  the  same  in 
substance  as  that  of  the  44  Geo.  3,  and  the  language  of 
the  55  Geo.  3  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  48  Geo.  3.  Tak- 
ing all  the  acts  together,  therefore,  applicable  to  the  same 
subject,  and  passed  in  pari  materia,  and  the  legislature,  in 
the  36  Geo.  3  and  the  45  Geo.  3,  having  described  and  de- 
fined what  they  meant  by  a  legacy,  and  having  given  no 
such  description  as  to  the  intermediate  act  of  44  Geo.  3, 
but  it  being  obvious  what  their  meaning  was  with  respect 
to  the  act,  it  seems  impossible  to  come  to  a  conclusion,  that 
they  meant  to  use  that  term  in  a  more  limited  sense  in 
the  48  Geo.  3  and  the  55  Geo.  3.  If  that  be  the  true 
meaning  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  it  will  follow,  that,  under 
the  55  Geo.  3,  the  duty  would  be  payable,  not  only  upon  a 
legacy  payable  out  of  the  personal  estate,  strictly  consi- 
dered, of  the  testator,  but  out  of  any  personal  estate  which 
the  testator  had  the  power  of  disposing  of  as  he  or  she 
might  think  proper.  That  would  apply  to  the  present  case. 
We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  considering  all  the  acts 
together,  the  duty  is  payable  in  respect  of  this  property, 
which  was  taken  by  the  appointees  under  the  will  of  Mrs% 
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Kie*.  »(  Pifi,  Cholmondeley."  The  particulsr  flEH*!!!  in  which  that  powi 
.  ^  •  .  waa  created  differed  irom.  the  present  case,  in  thia,  th 
pLATT  there  it  waa  created  by  deed  and  here  by  will;  and  it  w; 
SouTK.  given  upon  different  events  £rom  those  that  appljr  to  tb 
case ;  but  with  respect  to  the  point  upon  which  the  jud 
ment  must  turn,  it  is  not  distinguishable  &om  the  prese 
case.  By  the  will  of  Mrs.  Piatt,  certain  peraons  are  total 
certain  benefita ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  bend 
BO  taken  are  or  are  not,  under  these  acts  of  Parliamet 
kgadet  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  which  Mrs.  Piatt  bad  ti 
power  of  disposition.  It  is  submitted  that  they  are,  « 
that  they  fall  within  the  definition  in  the  36  Geo.  3,  whii 
has  been  hdd  to  be  appUcable  to  the  55  Geo.  3.  The  o 
ject  of  the  legislature  was  to  make  persons,  taking  pi 
perty  by  way  of  bounty  under  teatamentaiy  diapositioi 
contribute  to  the  burthens  of  the  state  a  portion  of  thi 
gains:  and  these  provisions  have  been  directed,  as  far 
possible,  to  prevent  evasion  of  the  general  object  that  ti 
legislature  had  in  view ;  and  it  has,  therefore,  genenl 
been  determined,  that  the  legacy  duty  is  to  be  satisfied  o 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  immediately  makii 
the  will,  or  any  other  personal  estate  of  which  the  testat 
haa  the  power  -of  disposition.  The  onlj  question  whii 
arises  in  the  present  case  is,  whether,  Mr.  Ramsden  havii 
thought  fit  to  exclude  any  destination  of  hia  bounty 
&vour  of  three  distinct  families,  that  can  be  said  to  prere 
the  application  of  the  words  in  the  7th  section,  "out 
any  personal  estate  which  such  person  shall  have  power 
dispose  a»  he  or  the  thalt  think  fit."  The  circumstan 
of  particular  persons  being  excluded  stands  upon  ve 
different  grounds  &om  that  of  a  will  prescribing  in  who 
favour  the  power  shall  be  exerdsed.  The  act  would  b 
come  a  dead  letter,  and  persons  would  at  once  be  able 
give  a  power  to  dispose  of  their  property  withont  rende 
ing  it  hable  to  legacy  duty,  if  the  introduction  of  sudi  i 
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exception  would  have  that  effect.  '  Nothing  would  be  so  Exek.  of  PUat, 
easy  as  to  exclude  a  particular  person  or  class  of  persons,  ^ 

as  Commissioner  Lin^  or  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps,  Platt 
and  entirely  to  evade  the  act,  if  such  an  exception  were  to  Routh. 
have  that  effect.  To  prevent  the  parties  firom  having  the 
power  to  dispose  of  the  property  as  they  think  fit,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  there  must  be  not  only  an  excep- 
tion and  exclusion,  but  also  some  control  and  direction. 
Here  there  is  no  compulsion  upon  Mrs.  Platt  to  make 
any  appointment  in  favour  of  any  particular  person  or 
dass  of  persons.  The  words  of  the  act  must  be  reason- 
ably construed,  and  to  have  the  effect  of  preventing  their 
appHcation,  there  must  be  a  control  of  a  very  different 
kind  upon  the  party  having  the  power  of  appointment, 
than  the  exclusion  of  families  or  persons,  such  as  are 
alluded  to  in  this  case. 

But  further,  Mrs.  Platt  was  possessed  of  a  general 
power  under  the  will  of  Mr.  Ramsden,  which  is  within 
the  meaning  of  the  words  ''  general  and  absolute  power 
of  appointment,^^  in  the  18th  section  of  the  36  Greo.  8, 
c.  52.  That  clause  may  be  divided  into  three  parts : 
The  first  deals  with  dispositions,  where  there  is  a  power 
to  appoint  in  favour  of  clearly  designated  individuals,  which 
is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case.  It  next  deals  with 
dispositions  made  by  persons  who  would  themselves  take 
nothing  upon  failure  of  appointment ;  and  it  enacts,  that 
"  where  any  property  shall  be  given  for  any  limited  in- 
terest, and  a  general  and  absolute  power  of  appointment 
shall  also  be  given  to  any  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  property  would  not  belong  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, such  property,  upon  the  execution  of  such  power, 
shall  be  charged  with  the  same  duty,  and  in  the  same 
maimer,  as  if  the  same  property  had  been  immediately 
given  to  the  person  or  persons  having  and  executing  such 
power,  after  allowing  any  duty  before  paid  in  respect 
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SmA.  of  PieoM,  thereof  That  applied  to  the  case  of  the  person  to  whoi 
^^^*  the  property  would  go  in  de&nlt  of  appointment ;  in  tl 
present  case  it  goes  to  the  next  of  kin  of  Mr.  fiamsdeni  i 
the  event  of  the  power  not  being  executed.  The  thii 
part  deals  with  the  execution  of  powers  by  persons  wl 
would  be  entitled  upon  failure  of  the  execution  of  tl 
power ;  and  in  that  case^  as  the  persons  would  be  entitli 
upon  failure  of  appointment,  and  the  execution  of  tl 
appointment  rests  in  their  own  discretion,  they  are  caU 
upon  to  pay  the  duty  accordingly.  It  enacts— ''Ai 
where  any  property  shall  be  given  with  any  such  genei 
power  of  appointment,  which  property,  in  default  of  a 
pointment,  will  belong  to  the  person  or  persons  to  who 
such  power  shall  also  be  given,  such  property  shall  1 
charged  with  and  shall  pay  the  duty  by  this  act  impose 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  property  had  been  given 
such  person  or  persons  absolutely  in  the  first  instanc 
without  such  power  of  appointment.''  The  words  ''gena 
power"  are  there  used  in  the  sense  of  and  as  applicable 
a  party  not  being  restrained  as  to  the  persons  to  who 
they  shall  give  the  property;  where  they  are  not  coi 
pelled  to  give  it  to  certain  specified  persons,  and  only  i 
strained  as  to  a  few  persons  or  classes  of  persons.  It 
in  that  sense  that  the  words  "  general  power''  and  "abs 
lute  power"  are  used  in  that  section. 

But  further  than  this,  the  execution  of  the  power 
this  case  operated  upon  a  part  of  the  personal  estate 
Mrs.  Piatt.  This  is  a  power  of  appointment,  with  r^ 
to  which  the  law  deals  in  a  particular  manner.  If  Mi 
Piatt  had  not  been  a  married  woman,  and  had  been 
person  capable  of  contracting  debts,  the  execution  of  tl 
power  would  have  made  the  property  amenable  to  t 
payment  of  her  debts.  Equity  would  have  ingrafted  up 
the  power  an  implied  pecuniary  trust  in  favour  of  h 
creditors.     With  the  exception  of  the  ffunilies  mentione 
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she  had  the  absolute  power  of  appointment^  and  could  ap-  £xeh.  of  puat, 
point  in  favour  of  her  creditors  if  she  thought  fit,  and  equity     ^   ^      . 
would  imply  that  she  intended  a  trust  in  their   favour.        Platt 
[^ltolfe,B. — ^You  mean,  supposing  she  made  a  will  execut-        Kouth. 
ing  the  power?]    Yes.     Where  a  party  having  a  general 
power  of  appointment  does  not  appoint  at  all,  the  creditors 
can  take  nothing;  but  where  the  party  has  executed  the 
power  of  appointment,  (not  in  favour  of  creditors,  but  in 
favour  of  certain  persons),  the  will  is  superseded  by  an 
implied  trust  in  favour  of  creditors;   and  equity  regu- 
lates the  trust,  and  applies  the  fund  to  the  payment  of 
debts.     The  efiFect  of  that  rule  is,  to  give  Mrs.  Platt  such 
a  power  of  disposition,  that  the  property  may  be  affected 
by  contracts  made  by  her  during  her  life :  and  though  the 
disposition  cannot  operate  until  she  dies,  when  the  will 
first  comes  into  effect ;  yet,  there  being  such  a  general 
power,  there  can  hardly  be  a  more  distinct  proof  that, 
within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  it  becomes  a  part  of  her 
personal  estate  and  effects,  than  that  equity  should  make 
it  applicable  to  the  payment  of  her  debts,  superseding  her 
express  appointment.     On  the  same  principle  it  becomes 
subject  to  legacy  duty,  on  the  ground  that  it  passes  as 
part  of  her  personal  estate.     The  authorities,  with  regard 
to  this  part  of  the  case,  bear  more  upon  the  subject  of 
probate  than  of  legacy  duty,  but  still  they  are  applicable. 
The  cases  are  Palmer  v.  Whitmore  (a),   Attorney-General 
v.  Staff  {b\  and   Vandieat  v.  Fynmore  (c).      In   the  two 
first  cases,  the  probate  duty  was  held  to  be  payable  upon 
the  will  of  a  party  executing   a  power,    and   that  the 
property  was  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  personal 
estate.     In  the  third  case,  a  supposed  distinction  is  taken 
between  the  case  where  the  power  is  created  by  deed,  and 


(a)  5  Sim.  178.  (6)  2  C.  &  M.  124. 

(c)  6  Sim.  570. 
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ExdL  rf  PUat,  where  it  is  created  by  will;  but  it  will  be  founds  on  mo 
1^^*  careful  examination,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  that  di 
tinction.  In  7%e  Atiomey-General  t.  Staff,  the  case  of  Pi 
mer  v.  WkUmore  was  recognised  and  acted  upon.  Lo 
Lyndhurst,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  sa; 
''  In  the  Atiomey-Generaly.  Staf^wYAck  was  ai^ued  yerti 
day,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  estate  is  subject  to  probi 
duty  in  respect  of  the  property  in  question.  Matthew  Stsi 
ton,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  the  sum  of  £4,000  £3  { 
cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  to  trustees,  subject 
a  general  power  of  appointment  in  Judith  Staff.  Shxa\ 
liter  the  death  of  Matthew  Stainton,  the  testatrix  Jndi 
Staff  executed  the  power  of  appointment  by  app(miti 
the  property  to  herself  and  another  person,  subject 
a  new  power  of  appointment  created  by  herseUl  Tl 
second  power  of  appointment  was  also  a  general  power 
appointment,  corresponding  in  substance  with  the  fomi 
power.  The  second  power  of  appointment  was  execat 
by  her  will.  The  property,  by  the  execution  of  the  pon 
of  appointment,  became  liable  to  her  debts,  and  becsi 
her  personal  estate;  she  had  an  absolute  control  over 
She  was  not  a  mere  trustee,  but  had  a  beneficial  inten 
in  the  property.  The  case,  therefore,  comes  within  t 
very  words  of  the  38th  section  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c  U 
and  clearly  within  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  it.  We  i 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  probate  duty  attaches.  '. 
the  case  of  Paltner  v.  JVhitmore^  the  same  question  appei 
to  have  been  decided,  upon  exceptions  to  the  Mastei 
report,  by  the  Vice  Chancellor,  and  there  was  no  appc 
from  that  decision.^^  These  cases  were  determined  up 
the  ground  that,  for  the  purpose  of  this  act,  the  effect 
the  power,  coupled  with  the  execution  of  it,  made  the  pi 
perty  pass  as  part  of  the  personal  estate,  so  as  to  rend 
it  liable  to  duty.  In  Vandiest  v.  Fynmore,  the  testat 
gave  to  A.  a  power  to  dispose  by  her  will  of  j£5000,  pa 
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of  his  estate^  on  which  probate  duty  was  paid.     A.  exer-  Exeh.  of  PUat, 
cised  the  power  by  her  will ;  and  it  was  held,  that  probate     vJf^^L^ 
duty  was  not  again  payable  in  respect   of  the  £5000.        Platt 
Palmer  v.   Whitmore  and  The  Attorney-General  v.  Staff       Routu. 
were  there  cited,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  giving  judg- 
ment, said,  "  The  cases  relied  on  by  the  Commissioners  of 
Stamps  do  not  apply;  for  in  those  cases,  the  powers  were 
created  by  deed.     Here  the  power  was  given  by  the  will 
of  the  original  testator,  and  the  appointees  take  as  if  they 
had  been  named  in  his  will.     Notwithstanding  the  Attor« 
ney-General  does  not  appear  on  this  petition,  the  point 
is  so  clear,  that  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  send  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  but  I  shall 
make  an  order  according  to  the  second  alternative  of  the 
prayer .^^    That  second  alternative  was,  "  that  the  petitioner 
(the  executor)  might  be  at  liberty  to  defend  any  suit,  action, 
or  other  proceeding  which  might  be  brought  against  him  for 
payment  thereof.'^    But  there  is,  in  truth,  no  such  distinc- 
tion as  the  one  there  taken.  How  does  it  differ,  as  concerns 
the  party  executing  the  power,  whether  it  is  made  in  exe- 
cution of  a  power  created  by  deed  or  by  wiU  ?     There  is  no 
reason  why  a  party  should  pay  legacy  duty  or  probate 
duty  upon  a  will  made  in  execution  of  a  power  created  by 
a  deed,  and  not  pay  it  upon  a  will  made  in  execution  of  a 
power  created  by  will.     The  legislature  could  not  have 
intended  any  such  distinction.     Whatever  technical  rules 
may  be  acted  upon  in  equity,  in  construing  and  giving 
legal  effect  to  a  power  when  executed,  and  holding  that 
the  parties  take  in  a  certain  way  under  the  original  power 
when  that  power  has  been  executed,  they  can  have  no 
effect  in  a  court  of  law.     If  the   power  is  created  by 
deedj  according  to  the  doctrine  of  a  Court  of  Equity,  they 
take  imder  the  original  deed,  and  would  have  to  pay  pro- 
bate duty ;  and  why  not,  when  they  take  under  the  origi- 
nal will?    [Parkey  B. — The  Vice-Chancellor  seems  to  have 
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jBcdb.  0/  P^Mf  thonght  that  the  Crown  were  not  entitled  to  have  tii( 
^  '  probate  duty  twice.]  That  is  not*  the  ground  upon  whid 
the  case  is  put  by  his  Honor;  but  he  appears  to  ha? 
had  in  his  mind  the  technical  rule^  by  which  it  is  sai 
that  the  person  who  takes  under  an  appointment  most  I 
said  to  take  under  the  original  grant  or  will  creating  tl 
power^  and  that  you  must  refer  back  to  the  ongini 
creation  of  the  power,  and,  construing  the  instromei 
creating  the  power  and  the  instrument  executing  tl 
power  together,  you  will  be  able  to  give  to  the  whole  il 
effect  to  which  it  is  entitled. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  probate  duty  is  payabi 
or  not.  That  depends  upon  the  third  part  of  the  schediil< 
by  which  duty  is  imposed  upon  the  probate,  ''  where  tt 
estate  and  effects  for  or  in  respect  of  which  such  probst 
letters  of  administration,  confirmation,  or  eik,  respective! 
shall  be  granted.^^  Now,  it  can  hardly  be  contended  tlu 
this  probate  was  not  granted  for  or  in  respect  of  the  estai 
and  effects  in  question.  Where  a  power  is  to  be  execute 
by  will,  it  is  requisite  that  it  should  have  all  the  leg 
incidents  of  a  will;  the  party  purporting  to  execai 
by  will  must  comply  with  the  Statute  of  Frauds  in  eva 
respect  and  it  can  only  be  recognised  as  a  will  whc 
it  is  properly  proved,  and  the  probate  duty  paid  upon  i 
With  respect  to  any  part  of  the  estate  and  effects  ov( 
which  there  is  a  power  of  appointment,  but  for  or  in  r 
spect  of  which  no  probate  can  be  produced,  there  is 
failure  of  appointment.  The  power  is  only  exercised  for  < 
in  respect  of  so  much  of  the  property  as  the  probate  duty 
paid  upon ;  the  law  recognises  no  will  but  by  the  probat 
which  is  indispensable  to  give  effect  to  the  power,  ai 
to  give  a  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property.  It 
just  as  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  probate  of  the  wii 
as  if  the  property  was  absolutely  and  independently  tl 
property  of  the  testator.     [Lord  Abingfer,  C.  B. — The  ei 


TRINITY   TERM^  3  VICT.  777 

ecutor,  in  order  to  give  it  to  the  appointee^  must  prove  ^*«^*«  ^  ^^«*» 
the  will.  It  could  not  be  taken  by  the  executor  of  the  ^,  ^  *  ^ 
former  testator.  Parke,  B. — There  must  be  a  probate;  Platt 
but  the  question  is^  what  is  the  amount  of  the  stamp  Routh. 
duty.]  Independently  of  this  being  a  general  power,  is 
the  legal  effect  of  this  will  such  as  to  make  it  liable  to  pro- 
bate duty  for  or  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  effects  in  ques- 
tion? K  the  intention  of  the  legislature  had  been  con- 
fined and  Umited  to  the  property  which,  in  the  strict  sense, 
was  in  the  power  of  the  testator,  very  simple  words,  ca- 
pable  of  expressing  that  intention,  would  have  been  found 
in  the  act ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  legislature  have  contem- 
plated that  the  will  would  have  effect,  when  the  duty 
must  be  paid,  upon  property  which  was  not  strictly  the 
property  of  the  testator,  it  uses  the  words  "  estates  for  or 
in  respect  of  which  the  probate  is  granted/^  \Parkey  B. — 
These  words  are  added  ''  exclusive  of  what  the  deceased  shall 
have  been  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  as  a  trustee  for  any 
other  person  or  persons,  and  not  beneficially/*  Rolfe^ 
B. — ^The  argument  on  the  other  side  will  perhaps  be  this : 
that  this  is  property  which  the  testatrix,  as  trustee,  is  to 
dispose  of  to  some  others  of  mankind  than  those  named 
in  the  will.]  But  to  make  that  argument  available,  it  must 
be  shewn  that  the  party  having  the  power  of  appointment 
is  a  trustee,  which  she  would  not  be  unless  there  be  persons 
named  as  the  objects  of  the  trust.  If  there  is  a  special 
power  of  appointment  to  the  children  of  A.  B.,  and  no 
bequest  over,  in  that  case  equity  will  consider  the  party 
having  the  power  of  appointment  a  trustee  to  execute  in 
favour  of  those  persons ;  but  that  cannot  be  the  case  where 
the  proi>erty  is  given  over.  In  this  case,  in  default  of 
appointment,  the  property  is  given  over.  Now  this  is  the 
power  of  giving  to  all  the  world,  excluding  the  persons 
excepted.  Then  for  whom  is  the  party  trustee?  The  party 
having  the  power  of  appointment  cannot  be  made  trustee 
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butnuneDt  fay  which  ihe  ^vei 
The  doctnnectftnuts,  in  respect  of  persons  having  k  pom 
ot  appOTQtment,  can  only  i^pfy  to  a  case  where  yon  ci 
tell  who  ia  the  cestui  que  trust ;  but  in  this  case  that  won 
be  perfectly  impossible :  it  will  be  difficult  therefore 
raise  any  ai^oment  as  to  its  being  a  trust ;  but  if  the 
shoold,  at  all  events  this  is  not  the  species  of  tnist  contei 
plated  by  the  act ;  because  powers  of  this  description  s 
sobijects  of  specific  enactments,  and  are  dealt  with  in  a  d 
£eient  mode,  which  shews  that  the  legislature  has  not 
treated  them.  The  legatees  can  only  escape  the  proba 
duty  by  shewing  that  the  probate  is  not  essentially  nece 
sary  to  make  a  part  of  the  title  of  the  party  claiming  tl 
property,  and  that  it  is  nd;  probate  in  respect  of  that  pr 
perty.  But  it  is  clear  that  it  is  by  the  probate  they  tsl 
ereryduQg,  and  that  it  is  the  foundation  of  their  title. 
is  submitted,  first,  that  the  dium  of  the  Crown  is  est» 
lished  to  the  probate  duty  upon  the  property  over  whii 
Mrs.  Piatt  exercised  the  power  of  disposition ;  next,  th 
the  persons  she  has  appointed  are  hable  to  pay  as  atrangei 
they  taking  under  her  will,  and  that  it  would  not  matti 
if  they  could  make  out  that  they  took  under  the  origin 
will,  because  there  ia  only  £10,000  out  of  £130,000  whit 
would  not  go  to  strangers  in  blood. 

But  there  is  a  third  question,  which  is,  what  rate  of  legu 
du^  the  fund  is  liable  to  in  respect  of  Mrs,  Platf  s  intere 
under  the  original  will ;  and  that  depends  upon  the  181 
section  of  36  Geo.  3,  c.  53,  coupled  with  the  7th  sectioi 
It  has  already  been  shewn  that  this  is  a  general  power  < 
appointment,  under  the  18th  section ;  upon  the  executia 
of  which  a  certain  duty  becomes  payable  by  her,  oamel; 
one  per  cent,  in  respect  of  the  property  so  falling  witbi 
her  general  power  of  disposition.  \^Parie,  B. — You  si 
that  this  is  a  general  power  of  appointment,  and  thai 
when  she  executes  the  power,  she  must  pay  one  per  cent 
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upon  the  total  succession^  deducting  what  she  had  paid  £*eh.  of  PUas, 
upon  the  life  interest.]     Certainly.     For  these  reasons^  it  '  ^ 

is  submitted  that  there  ought  to  be  judgment  for  the        Platt 
Crown  on  all  the  questions  in  the  case.  Routh. 

Teed,  for  the  appointees. — Ho  probate  duty  is  payable 
upon  Mrs.  Piatt's  will^  in  respect  of  the  property^  the  subject 
of  her  appointment;  and  whatever  legacy  duty  is  payable, 
(if  any  be  payable  at  all),  is  payable  only  upon  the  will  of 
Mr.  Bamsden.  The  case  entirely  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction which  is  to  be  put  upon  the  act  by  which  the 
duties  are  imposed.  Looking  at  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  whether  the  restriction  as  to  the  persons  named  in 
the  will  is  a  restraint  really  intended  to  operate  upon  the 
party,  or  introduced  colourably,  as  it  might  have  been  if 
Commissioner  Lin  had  been  specified,  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  Court  can  see  that  Mrs.  Platt  had  such  an  absolute 
power  of  appointment,  as^  if  exercised,  might  have  made  the 
estate  her  own,  and  so  liable  to  legacy  and  probate  duty ; 
or  whether  it  would  be  liable  to  probate  duty  in  any  case. 
By  the  36  G^.  3,  a  legacy  is  defined  to  be  a  testamentary 
gift  which  is  ^^  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate  of 
such  person  so  dying,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which 
such  person  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  as  he  or  she 
shall  think  fit.'*  Under  the  Probate  Duty  Act,  it  is  duty 
payable  upon  the  estate  of  the  deceased  '^in  respect  of 
which  the  probate  is  granted.^'  So  that,  when  both  acts 
are  taken  together,  the  legacy  duty  may  be  payable  out  of 
the  property  of  the  deceased,  or  not  out  of  the  property  of 
the  deceased,  but  out  of  property  subject  to  the  absolute 
disposition  of  the  deceased ;  but  unless  the  probate  duty 
be  paid  out  of  the  property  of  the  deceased,  or  the  pro- 
perty which  he  had  the  absolute  disposal  of,  it  is  very 
possible  that  legacy  duty  may  be  payable  out  of  property 
in  respect  of  which  no  probate  duty  is  payable.    The  SoU- 
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Sxek.  of  PUoM,  citor-General  has  referred  to  the  words  of  the  schedDle, 
>  ^^^'  .  part  3.  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  and  he  says,  that,  inas- 
Platt  much  as  the  power  of  appointment  created  by  will  is  to  be 
Route.  exercised  by  will,  the  Court  cannot  recognise  that  to  be  a 
will  which  is  not  established  as  such  in  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Court,  or,  in  other  words,  has  received  probate,  and 
that  the  stamp  duty  must  be  paid  upon  every  thing  in  re- 
spect of  which  probate  is  granted.  It  is  submitted,  hov- 
ever,  that  the  stamp  duty  is  to  be,  not  in  respect  of  CTeiy 
thing  for  which  probate  is  granted,  but  in  respect  of  the 
estate  of  the  deceased,  in  respect  of  which  probate  is 
granted.  If  the  property  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  pro- 
bate duty  does  not  operate.  Where  there  is  a  limited 
power  of  appointment,  a  mere  naked  power  of  deciding  in 
what  proportions  a  certain  class  of  persons  shall  take  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  though  that  power  is  to  be  exer- 
cised by  will,  and  the  will  must  be  proved  before  it  can 
take  effect,  no  one  can  contend  that  the  probate  duty  is 
payable  upon  such  property;  yet  the  will  must  be  proved; 
and  it  may  be  in  respect  of  that  very  property  that  it  must 
be  proved.  It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  probate  duty 
is  payable  upon  such  a  mere  naked  appointment. 

But  then  it  is  said,  that  the  donee  of  the  power  is  a 
trustee  for  the  objects  of  the  power.  No  authority  has 
been  cited  for  that,  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  not  so. 
The  donee  may  execute  the  power  or  not,  at  her  option. 
There  would  be  no  breach  of  trust  in  her  not  doing  so. 
There  is  a  power  of  discretion  conferred  on  her,  to  exer- 
cise the  power  and  select  the  objects  of  it,  but  there  is 
no  trust.  The  not  executing  the  power,  or  the  execut- 
ing it,  would  not  make  the  object  of  the  power  come 
within  the  exception,  ^'exclusive  of  what  the  deceased 
shall  have  been  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  as  trustee  for 
any  other  person  or  persons,  and  not  beneficially.'^  That 
this  is  the  correct  view  of  the  case  will  be  seen,  by  looking 
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mt  the  different  provisions  made  in  the  act  for  securing  the  £jw^  «/  ^^^^t 
payment  of  the  legacy  duty.  By  the  38th  section  of  the 
55  Geo.  3^  c.  184^  it  is  provided^  that  before  probate  is  to  be 
granted,  an  affidavit  is  to  be  made  by  the  party  taking  out 
probate,  which  affidavit  is  to  set  out  the  ''estate  and  effects 
of  the  deceased  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate  or 
letters  of  administration  is  or  are  to  be  granted,  exclusive 
of  what  the  deceased  shall  have  been  possessed  of  or  enti- 
tled to  as  a  trustee  for  any  other  person  or  persons,  and 
not  beneficially,  but  including  the  leasehold  estate  for 
years  of  the  deceased,  whether  absolute  or  determinable 
on  lives,  if  any,  and  without  deducting  anything  on  ac- 
count of  the  debts  due  and  owing  from  the  deceased.^^ 
Then  it  provides  that,  "  where  any  person,  on  applying  for 
the  probate  of  a  will  or  letters  of  administration,  shall 
have  estimated  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased  to 
be  of  greater  value  than  the  same  shall  have  afterwards 
proved  to  be,^^  there  shall  be  a  return  of  the  stamp  duty: 
so  that,  before  the  probate  is  granted,  the  person  taking 
the  probate  is  to  swear  that  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
is  under  a  certain  sum.  This  excludes  anything  not 
the  estate  of  the  deceased.  It  is  not  that  the  estate  for 
which  the  probate  is  to  be  granted  is  under  a  certain 
sum,  but  the  estate  of  the  deceased  for  which  it  is 
granted.  Unless  the  property  was  the  property  of  the 
deceased,  it  is  not  liable  to  probate  duty ;  for  the  act  says 
it  shall  only  be  paid  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  effects 
of  the  deceased  in  respect  of  which  probate  is  granted. 
All  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  are  reconcilable  with 
this  view  of  the  subject.  In  Ex  parte  Cholmondeley,  the 
claim  to  probate  duty  was  given  up.  Upon  the  claim  for 
legacy  duty,  the  Court  decided  that  it  attached;  because 
there  was  a  general  power  of  appointment,  which  was 
executed,  which  it  differs  from  this  case.  In  7%e  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Staff,  and  Palmer  v.  Whitmore,  the  settlements 
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BMck.  tf  Pleat,  were  by  deed.  In  Palmer  v.  Whiimore,  the  probability  it 
.  ^^*  ^  that  the  settlor  was  the  testator,  and  that  he  disposed  of 
Flatt  the  property  by  his  own  will.  That  such  was  the  caae  in 
RouTB.  Ex  parte  Staff  is  beyond  controversy.  In  that  case  an 
estate  for  life,  with  a  general  power  of  appointment  bj 
deed  or  will,  was  given  to  Judith  Staff.  She  execnted  it 
by  deed  in  her  lifetime.  The  moment  she  execnted  thst 
power  over  it,  she  made  it  her  own  property.  She  trmt- 
ferred  it  to  other  trostees,  to  be  held  to  other  uses,  to 
herself  for  life,  with  a  power  of  disposition  by  deed  or  will; 
which  she  afterwards  exercised  by  will.  There,  witfaoat 
doubt,  the  estate  and  effects  for  which  probate  was  to  be 
granted  were  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased.  No 
one  could  say  that  legacy  duty  was  not  payable  in  sodi 
a  case;  for  the  testatrix  was  disposing  of  her  own  pro- 
perty placed  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  who  were  bound  to 
give  it  back  to  her  if  she  called  for  it.  The  act  says,  tint 
duty  shall  be  paid  in  respect  of  the  property  of  the  do- 
ceased.  If  the  property,  being  legally  hers,  is  put  into 
hands  of  trustees  for  her  benefit,  it  remains  her  pro- 
perty. [Parke,  B. — ^No;  it  is  limited  to  her  to  sud 
uses  as  she  shall  by  deed  or  will  appoint.  Ro^e,  B.— 
Suppose  she  had  made  her  will,  and  said,  I  give  nj 
property  to  such  and  such  persons,  in  case  a  particnls 
event  happens?]  There  would  in  that  case  have  been 
a  resulting  trust.  Where  a  power  is  created  and  exe- 
cuted, the  appointee  takes  under  the  instrument  creat- 
ing the  power.  In  7%^  Attorney-General  ▼.  fiVo^  it  ii 
dear  that  the  party  took  under  the  instrument  by  irtudi 
the  power  was  created.  Judith  Staff,  by  her  will  be- 
coming incorporated  into  her  own  deed,  appointed  to 
that  which  was  her  own  property.  The  legatees  took  hj 
her  will  that  which  was  her  own  property.  The  distinction 
taken  by  the  Vice-chancellor  in  Vandiest  v.  F^nmare  waa  a 
sound  one.    There  the  effect  of  the  execution  of  the  power 
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was  not  to  appoint  to  the  property  of  the  appointor,  but  Bxeh,  rf  PUat, 
that  of  the  donor  of  the  power;  and  the  case  is  reconci-  '   ^ 

lable  on  that  ground  with  TTie  Aitomey-General  v.  Staffy        Platt 
and  Palmer  v.  fVkitmare.  Route. 

But  even  if  the  Court  should  think  that  the  property  in 
question  was  given  generally  to  Mrs.  Flatty  and  that  it 
passed  as  such  by  her  appointment,  so  that  the  appointees 
would  be  liable  to  legacy  duty,  still  probate  duty  would  not 
be  payable  under  her  will.  In  Ex  parte  Cholnumdeley^ 
where  the  claim  to  probate  duty  was  given  up  by  the 
Crown,  the  testatrix  had  a  power  of  appointment  under 
the  marriage  settlement,  in  case  of  her  surviving  her  hus- 
band, by  deed ;  and  she  executed  the  power  during  the  life 
of  her  husband  by  will.  Where  a  party  has  a  power  of 
disposing  of  property,  and  executes  that  power,  it  does 
not  make  it  the  party's  own  property  for  any  purpose  of 
the  probate  duty. 

The  main  question,  however,  is,  what  legacy  duty  is 
payable;  whether  such  legacy  duty  as  if  the  appoin- 
tees named  in  Mrs.  Piatt's  will  were  ingrafted  into  the 
will  of  Mr.  Ramsden;  or  whether  the  appointees  are 
to  be  considered  as  the  legatees  of  Mrs.  Platt,  and  not 
the  legatees  of  Bamsden.  It  is  submitted  that  they 
are  to  be  considered  as  the  legatees  of  Bamsden  only; 
aod  it  being  admitted  that  all  the  legacy  duty  that 
became  payable  in  the  lifetime  of  Judith  Platt,  treat- 
ing her  as  legatee  for  life,  has  been  fully  paid,  nothing  is 
payable  by  the  executors  of  Bamsden,  by  reason  of  the 
exercise  of  the  limited  power  of  appointment  given  to 
Judith  Platt,  except  such  duty  as  shall  be  payable  by  them 
in  r&pect  of  legacies  given  by  her,  as  legacies  payable  by 
Bamsden's  executors,  out  of  his  estate.  It  is  contended,  on 
the  other  side,  that,  under  the  18th  section  of  the  86  Geo.  8, 
as  soon  as  Judith  Platt  executed  the  power  given  to  her,  a 
farther  duty  became  payable  as  by  her.    It  cannot  be  con* 
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Exek.  of  PhoM,  tended  that  this  case  falls  within  the  description  of  alimited 
^  ^  •  ^  interest^  with  a  general  and  absolute  power  of  appoint- 
Platt  ment;  and  it  is  only  in  cases  where  it  is  a  general  and 
BouTH.  absolute  power,  and  that  power  is  exercised,  that  tbe 
duty  is  so  payable.  A  general  and  absolute  power  is  that 
power  which  a  party  may  exerci»e  at  any  time,  and  m 
any  mode,  and  in  favour  of  any  person  he  pleases, 
and  by  the  exerdse  of  which  he  may  give  to  himself,  in  hii 
own  lifetime,  absolute  property.  The  distinction  between 
general  and  limited  powers  is  perfectly  well  known.  In 
Sugden  on  Powers,  495,  it  is  said,  ''An  important  distinc- 
tion is  estabUshed  between  general  and  particular  powers. 
By  a  general  power,  we  understand  the  right  to  appoint  to 
whomsoever  the  donee  pleases.  By  a  particular  power,  it 
is  meant  that  the  donee  is  restricted  to  some  objects  desig- 
nated in  the  deed  creating  the  power,  as  to  his  own  cUl- 
dren.  A  general  power  is  in  regard  to  the  estates  whidi 
may  be  created  by  force  of  it,  tantamount  to  a  limitation 
in  fee;  not  merely  because  it  enables  the  donee  to  Umit  a 
fee,  which  a  particular  power  may  also  do,  but  because  it 
enables  him  to  give  the  fee  to  whom  he  pleases ;  he  has 
an  absolute  disposing  power  over  the  estate,  and  may  bring 
it  into  the  market  whenever  his  necessities  or  wishes  may 
lead  him  to  do  so.''  A  general  power  being  one  that  i 
party  may  exercise  when  he  pleases,  in  favour  of  whom  he 
pleases,  and  how  he  pleases,  it  is  a  limited  power  if  he  be 
confined  either  as  to  the  mode  or  the  objects.  A  power  to 
appoint  by  deed  cannot  be  executed  by  will,  and  vice  vera; 
and  a  power  to  appoint  to  one  class  of  persons  cannot  be 
executed  by  appointing  to  others.  It  is  impossible  here  to 
say  that  Judith  Platt  had  the  entire  and  absolute  cdtitrol 
over  this  estate,  or  that  she  could  do  any  thing  more  than 
appoint  to  the  exclusion  of  the  persons  named,  and  there- 
fore it  does  not  come  within  the  description  of  a  general 
and  absolute  power.     [Rolfe,  B. — Do  I  understand  you  to 
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contend  that  no  power  of  appointment  is  general,  when  it  Bxch  of  PUtut 
is  limited  to  be  executed  by  will — that,  to  be  general,  it     ^   ^      . 
should  be  to  be  executed  by  deed  or  will  ?]     Certainly ;  if        Platt 
there  is  the  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  will  only,  the  donee        Routh. 
can  never  have  the  full  enjoyment  under  it.   Where  there  is 
a  general  power,  the  donee  may  carry  the  estate  into  the 
market  and  dispose  of  it.     The  question  is,  whether  the 
donee  can,  by  executing  the  power,  obtain  the  absolute 
possession  of  the  property  in  his  own  lifetime.     Where  it 
is  only  to  be  executed  by  will,  it  is  a  limited  power  in  the 
mode  of  its  execution.     It  has  been  said  that  in  this  case 
the  subject  of  the  power  would  be  assets  in  eqidty,  and  the 
property  of  the  testatrix  for  the  payment  of  debts;  but 
no  authority  has  been  cited  in  support  of  that  proposition. 
[Parke,  B. — In  Ex  parte  Cholmondeley,  the  donee  had  no 
power  of  acquiring  the  property  beneficially.]     There  the 
attention  of  the  Court  was  not  drawn  to  the  distinction, 
that  she  had  the  power,  during  the  coverture,  of  appoint* 
ing  by  will  only,  nor  to  the  question  whether  anything  is 
a  general  and  absolute  power  by  which  the  party  is  re- 
strained from  acquiring  enjoyment  in  his  lifetime;  and  it 
was  considered  that  the  power  of  appointing  to  anybody 
by  will  would  have  been  for  the  purposes  of  that  case  a 
general  power  of  appointment.     It  is  impossible  to  read 
this  win,  without  seeing  that  the  testator  was  determined 
that  his  daughter  should  not  have  an  absolute  power  of 
appointment;  for  he  excluded  families  the  most  likely  to  be 
the  objects  of  her  bounty.   It  is  a  limited  power,  if  it  be  re- 
strained as  to  the  mode,  the  time,  or  the  object.   That  it  is 
here  limited  as  to  the  mode  is  clear,  as  it  is  to  be  exercised 
by  will  only,  and  it  is  restrained  as  to  the  objects  also. 
According  to  the  language  of  the  statute,  the  will  is  to 
have  effect  and  be  satisfied  "  out  of  the  personal  estate  of 
such  person  so  dying,  or  out  of  any  personal  estate  which 
such  person  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of,  as  he  or  she 

VOL.  VI.  o  G  G  M.  w. 
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Bteh.  of  Pleat,  shall  think  fit.**    That  corresponds  wiih  the  language  fi 
^  '  ^     the  18th  section,  as  to  a  general  and  absolute  power  of 

Platt        appointment,  because  the  words  ''as  he  shall  think  fit'' 
RouTH.       can  scarcely  be  understood  as  being  short  of  intending  a 
general  and  absolute  power  of  appointment,  otherwise  it 
might  be  contended  that  a  gift  to  a  particular  dass  came 
within  that  definition,  which  it  is  clear  it  does  not   It 
must  be  a  general  and  absolute  power,  such  as  would 
enable  the  donee  to  enlarge  the  estate  for   life  into  a 
fee-simple  interest,  to  make  it  subject  to  the  larger  duty. 
Now,  to  try  whether  Mrs.  Platt  could  have  dealt  with  this 
property  as  she  thought  fit,  what  would  have  been  the  ef- 
fect of  an  appointment  in  favour  of  any  of  the  persons  named 
in  the  will  ?     It  is  clear  the  gift  over  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  Dyson  Ramsden  would  have  taken  effect.     It  would  be 
declared  that  she  could  not  dispose  of  it  as  she  thought  fit 
[Lord  AbingeTy  C.  B. — I  understand  the  Solicitor-Creneral 
to  say,  it  is  very  true,  if  you  take  the  literal  constructioDi 
she  would  not  have  power  to  dispose  of  it  as  she  thinks  fit, 
because  she  is  limited  by  the  exception  of  three  &milies; 
but  if  you  look  at  the  whole  purview  of  the  act,  the  ques- 
tion 18,  whether,  when  he  gives  her  all  the  world  to  select 
from  except  three  individuals  or  families,  that  is  such  a  limi- 
tation of  the  power  as  is  meant  by  the  act  of  Parliament] 
But  as  the  question  is  whether  this  is  an  absolute  power 
or  not,  it  is  not  immaterial  to  shew  that  the  persons  named 
in  the  case,  stand  in  a  relationship  that  would  make  them 
the  objects  of  Mrs.  Piatt's  kindness,  and  that  she  was 
prohibited  from  giving  the  property  to  them.     There  arc 
restraints  imposed  upon  her,  and  yet  it  is  contended  that 
she  is  bound  to  pay  the  same  duty  as  she  would  hare 
done  if  there  had  been  no  restraint  upon  her.   The  question 
is,  whether,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  there  are  restraints 
that  are  real  and  not  illusory,  there  would,  as  it  is  in- 
sisted on  the  other  side,  be  a  trust  for  creditors  if  the  tes- 
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tatrix  had  any.  No  case  has  been  cited^  and  none  can  be  E*eh.  of  PUatt 
found,  for  such  a  position.  In  all  cases  where  it  has  been 
80  held,  the  power  was  absolute,  and  it  was  only  in  a  cer- 
tain mode  made  assets,  and  the  executor  had  no  power  to 
interfere  with  it.  But  this  property  is  no  more  personal 
assets  of  the  deceased,  than  a  freehold  estate  charged  with 
debts  either  by  will  or  by  law. 

8i$npkin8on  appeared  for  the  executors  of  the  original 
testator. 

7%«  SoUcitor»General  was  heard  in  reply. 

Cur.  ady.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  was  a  case  directed  by  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  as  to 
the  probate  and  legacy  duties  payable  under  the  wills  of 
John  Bamsden  and  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  his  daughter. 

It  appears  that  John  Bamsden,  by  his  will  dated  the 
10th  day  of  March,  1825,  after  giving  various  legacies, 
and  directing  his  real  estates  to  be  sold  and  converted  into 
personalty,  gave  the  general  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  his  daughter  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  John  Bouth,  John 
Sharman,  and  John  Gillett,  his  executrix  and  executors, 
upon  trust,  to  permit  his  said  daughter  to  receive  the  in- 
terest and  dividends  thereof  during  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease  (subject  to  certain  payments  then  to  be  made), 
upon  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  (other  than  and  ex- 
cept Joseph  Woodhead,  of  Bussia  Bow,  and  his  relations, 
Moses  Hoper,  of  Dorset  Street,  and  his  relations,  and  the 
relations  of  the  late  husband  of  the  said  testator's  said 
daughter,  and  every  of  them,  in  such  parts,  shares,  and 
proportions,  and  in  such  manner  and  form,  as  the  said 
Judith  Ann  Piatt,  whether  sole  or  coverte,  should  by  will 

G  6  Q  2 
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iSj-e*.  of  PkttM,  appoint^  and  in  default  of  appointment,  in  trnst  for  tke 

next  of  kin  of  Dyson  Bamsden ;  and  the  testator  dedared, 
that  in  case  his  said  daughter  should  intermarry  with  tbe 
said  Joseph  Woodhead  or  any  of  his  relations,  or  shooU 
reside  with  or  receive  visits  from  him  or  them,  then  the 
bequests  in  her  favour  should  utterly  cease. 

The  testator  died  in  the  month  of  May,  1825,  and  hii 
will  was  duly  proved  by  his  executrix  and  executors. 

After  the  testator's  death,  the  said  Judith  Ann  Fhtt 
married  George  Edmund  Piatt,  and  the  interest  and  divi- 
dends of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  (which  was  vay 
considerable)  were  regularly  paid  to  her  until  her  death, 
which  happened  on  the  9th  September,  1837. 

Previously  to  her  death  (namely,  on  the  27th  of  April, 
1837),  she  made  a  will,  and  thereby,  in  exercise  of 
the  power  under  her  fSather's  will^  she  gave  jE1O,000 
Consols  to  the  descendants  of  the  before-named  Dyscm 
Ramsden,  and  she  gave  all  the  rest  of  her  late  fiither'i 
property  to  various  persons,  strangers  in  blood  both  to  her 
father  and  herself.  Dyson  Bamsden  was  the  son  of  a  bro- 
ther of  John  Bamsden,  the  testator. 

The  points  on  which  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is  desired 
are  these^  as  to  the  legacy  duty  payable  in  respect  to  the 
bequests  contained  in  the  two  wills,  and  as  to  the  liabiUty 
of  Judith  Ann  Piatt's  will  to  the  probate  duty. 

This  question,  so  far  as  regards  the  legacy  duty,  appears 
to  us  to  depend  entirely  on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  18th  section  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52,  which  regulates 
the  duty  in  cases  where  legacies  are  given  subject  to  power 
of  appointment.  It  will  be  observed,  that  the  legislature  in 
this  section  refers  to  two  sorts  of  powers  of  appointment 
only  :  firsts  powers  of  appointment  to  or  for  the  benefit  of 
any  person  or  persons  specially  named,  or  described  as 
objects  of  the  power ;  and  secondly^  general  and  absolute 
powers  of  appointment.  It  is  plain,  from  the  whole  con- 
text of  the  act,  that  these  two  classes  of  powers  were  meant 
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to  include  all  possible  cases ;  and  the  question,  therefore,   E*eh.  qf  Piemt, 
is,  under  which  class  does  the  power  now  under  consider*  *  ^ 

ation  range  itself.  It  does  not  literally  come  within  either  Flatt 
description.  It  is  not  a  power  to  appoint  for  the  benefit  of  Routh. 
persons  specially  named  or  described,  for  no  persons  are 
either  named  or  described.  It  is  not  a  general  and  ab- 
solute power;  because  there  are  certain  persons  and  their 
families,  in  whose  favour  the  power  cannot  be  executed. 
In  applying  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  a  case  like  the  pre* 
sent,  some  violence,  therefore,  must  be  done  to  the  lan- 
guage of  the  clause  in  question ;  and,  after  much  consi- 
deration, we  think  that  there  is  less  difficulty  in  treating 
this  as  a  general  and  absolute  power,  than  as  a  power  to 
appoint  for  the  benefit  of  persons  specially  named  or  de- 
scribed. The  power  is  one  which  might  have  been  exer- 
cised by  Mrs.  Piatt  solely  for  her  own  benefit.  She  might 
have  contracted  debts  to  any  amount  in  her  lifetime,  and 
then  by  her  will  have  directed  the  fiind  in  question  to  be 
applied  in  their  discharge ;  nay^  further,  if  she  had  died 
indebted,  and  had  appointed  the  fund  to  strangers,  the 
appointees  could  only  have  taken  subject  to  her  debts; 
for  the  rule  of  equity,  which  subjects  a  fund  so  appointed 
to  the  debts  of  the  appointor,  does  not  appear  to  be  affected 
by  the  circumstance,  that  there  are  certain  persons  to 
whom  the  fund  could  not  have  been  given.  The  question 
in  such  cases  is,  not  whether  there  are  persons  to  whom 
the  fond  could  not  have  been  given,  but  whether  the  party 
executing  the  power  might  have  executed  it  for  his  own 
benefit,  i.  e.,  in  payment  of  his  own  debts ;  and  where  that 
is  the  case,  all  appointees  are  held  as  volunteers,  and  as 
being  in  no  better  situation  than  ordinary  legatees,  taking 
by  the  bounty  of  the  appointor,  and  subject  to  his  debts. 
See  the  language  odiord  Harduncke,  in  Lord  Toumshend  v. 
Windham  (a). 

(a)  2  Yes.  sen.  pp.  9,  10. 
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Exek.  ff  PifM,       Inasmuch^  therefore,  as  the  power  given  to  Mrs.  Fktt 

is  one  which  she  might  have  exercised  for  her  own  benefit, 
and  nnder  an  exercise  of  which  no  one  can  daim  any 
right,  except  snbject  to  her  debts;  and  as  it  is  imposdble^ 
without  manifest  absurdity,  to  treat  the  persons  in  whose 
favour  she  might  appoint  (namely,  all  mankind  except 
three  fiunilies)  as  being  persons  specially  named  or  de- 
scribed ;  we  think  the  power  must  be  treated,  accordingta 
the  only  other  alternative  in  the  18th  section,  as  a  general 
and  absolute  power. 

The  same  reasons  which  induced  us  to  put  this  con- 
struction on  the  18th  section,  also  appeared  to  us  to  ei- 
tablish,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  7tb 
section,  the  property  subject  to  the  power  was  personal 
estate,  which  Mrs.  Piatt  had  power  to  dispose  of  as  she 
should  think  fit. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  the  probate  duty,  we 
are  of  opinion,  that  no  duty  is  payable  on  the  probtte 
of  the  will  of  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  in  respect  of  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  her  father.  We  are  aware  that  this 
opinion  is  directly  opposed  to  the  decision  of  this  Cooit 
in  The  Attamey-^General  v.  St€fff{a),  as  also  to  the  pre- 
vious case  of  Palmer  v.  Whitmore,  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  (b).  But  these  cases  both  proceeded  on  the  ground, 
that  property  subject  to  a  general  power  of  appointment 
forms  part  of  the  property  "  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the 
probate  is  granted; ''  and  it  appears  to  us  impossible  to 
reconcile  that  doctrine  with  the  subsequent  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords,  in  The  Atiomey-General  v.  Hope  (c). 
In  that  case,  which  was  very  fiilly  considered,  the  House 
of  Lords  held,  that  probate  duty  was  not  payable  in  re- 
spect of  such  parts  of  the  testator's  assets  as  were  situate 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  124.  (b)  5  Sim.  178. 

(c)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.,  530. 
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in  America  at  the  time  of  his  death;  and  the  broad  ground  FmH.  rf  PUat^ 
on  which  that  decision  rested  was,  that  probate  duty  is  *  ^ 

granted  in  respect  of  such  part  only  of  the  assets  as  the  Platt 
executor  can  recover  by  virtue  of  the  probate,  being  in  .  Routh. 
fact  that  property  which,  but  for  the  will,  the  ordinary 
would  in  early  times  have  been  entitled  to  apply  in  pios 
usus.  Now,  although  Judith  Ann  Piatt  had  what  we 
consider  an  absolute  power  of  appointment  over  the  pro- 
perty in  question;  yet  it  is  clear,  that  the  ordinary  never 
could,  under  any  circumstances,  have  had  any  right  what- 
ever to  interfere  with  it;  and  it  is  also  certain,  that,  whe- 
ther probate  be  granted  or  not,  the  executor,  quft  executor, 
can  have  no  title  to  any  part  of  the  property.  Lord  Lynd- 
hurst,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  The 
Attorney-General  v.  Staff,  said,  that  that  case,  which  was 
exactly  similar  to  the  present,  came  within  the  very  words 
of  the  38th  section  of  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184.  But  that  is  in 
fact  begging  the  whole  question.  The  words  of  the  38th 
section  are,  that  the  person  applying  for  probate  shall 
make  oath  that  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased,  for 
or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate  is  to  be  gr anted,  exclusive 
of  property  of  which  the  testator  was  possessed  as  trustee, 
and  not  beneficially,  are  under  a  certain  sum.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  property  circumstanced  like  the  present, 
is  property  of  the  deceased,  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the 
probate  is  granted;  and  the  House  of  Lords  having  decided 
that  the  probate  is  granted  in  respect  only  of  that  pro- 
perty  which,  but  for  the  wiU,  the  ordinary  would  have 
been  entitled  to  administer ;  and  it  being  quite  clear,  that 
neither  the  ordinary  nor  the  executor  ever  could  have  ad- 
ministered any  part  of  this  property ;  we  cannot  hold  that 
this  is  property  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the  probate  is 
granted. 

It  might  be  sufficient  for  us  to  stop  here :  to  say,  that 
as  it  appears  to  us  impossible  to  reconcile  The  Attorney- 
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Bith.  ^  PUm,  General  r.  Staff  with  the  Babaequent  case  in  the  Home  o 
^  '    -     Lords,  we  are  bound  to  act  on  the  latter  authorify.    Bn 

Flatt  it  is  right  we  shoiild  also  add,  that,  even  independently  c 
BouiB.  the  authority  of  the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  tha 
would  be  many  serioua  difficulties  resulting  from  the  do 
trine  of  TV  Attometf-Oeneral  t.  Staff,  which  do  not  see 
to  have  occurred  to  the  Court  when  that  caae  was  decide 
The  executor  is  the  party  who  is  to  pay  the  duty,  and  tl 
only  funds  to  which  he  can  resort  for  reimbuiaemei 
are  the  general  assets.  What  then  is  be  to  do  in  a  o 
like  the  present,  where  the  fimd  to  be  i^pointed  is  re 
lai^,  and  the  general  assets  very  small?  It  may,  ai 
probably  in  the  present  case  would,  happen  that  the  dn 
would  far  exceed  the  whole  of  the  assets,  which  the  a 
cutor  can  ever  possess.  The  consequence  would  be,  tb 
he  never  would  he  able  to  prove  at  all.  In  the  45th  u 
following  sections  of  the  66  Qeo.  S,  c.  184,  provision 
made  for  enabling  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps  to  gis 
probate  on  credit,  where  the  assets  realized  are  not  ml 
cient  to  enable  the  executor  to  pay  the  doty.  But  in  sa 
case,  the  full  amount  is  made  a  debt  due  from  the  a 
cutor ;  and  it  is  plain  from  the  nature  of  the  proviaoi 
that  the  legislature  did  not  contemplate  the  possibihty 
a  case  in  which  the  duty  could  ever  eventually  exceed  t 
amount  of  the  assets  realized  by  the  executor ;  as  it  o 
tainly  may,  if  the  doctrine  in  The  Attomey-Generai  v.  St 
is  followed. 

How  is  the  duty  on  the  appointed  fimd  to  be  obtain) 
in  a  case  where  the  general  assets  are  in  one  province,  t 
province  of  Canterbury  for  instance,  and  the  appoint 
fund  in  another,  the  province  of  York  ?  The  execnt 
proving  in  the  province  of  Canterbury,  would  certaiii 
not  be  bound  to  pay  duty  ou  the  appointed  fund ;  and  t 
act  contains  no  provision  obliging  him,  in  such  case, 
prove  at  all  in  the  province  of  York.     The   legislata 
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isovlA  hardly  "have  meant,  that  the  liability  of  the  appointed  Bxek,  of  Pleat, 
fund  to  probate  duty,  should  depend  on  the  accident  of    ^      ^  '  ^ 
its  being,  or  not  being,  situate  in  the  same  province  with        Platt 
the  general  assets.  Routh. 

Again,  suppose  the  case  of  the  appointed  fund  being  in 
a  foreign  country,  it  can  hardly  be  contended,  after  The 
Aitomey-General  v.  Hope,  that  in  such  a  case  probate  duty 
would  be  payable ;  and  yet  there  is  no  more  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  payable  then,  than  where  the  funds  are  in 
England ;  for  in  neither  case  would  the  probate  give  any 
right  to  the  executor. 

The  language  of  the  Court  in  The  Attorney-General  v. 
Staff  ia — "  The  property  by  the  execution  of  the  power  of 
appointment  became  liable  to  her  debts,  and  became  her 
personal  estate ;  she  had  an  absolute  control  over  it.''  If 
this  be  the  correct  test  as  to  the  liability  to  probate  duty, 
it  will  include  the  case  of  a  power  to  appoint  a  sum  to  be 
raised  out  of  real  estate,  as  well  as  the  power  to  appoint 
personal  estate ;  and  surely  it  would  be  a  strange  anomaly, 
that  probate  duty  should  be  payable  in  respect  of  a  chaise 
on  real  estate,  created  by  virtue  of  a  power,  when  it  is 
clear  no  such  duty  is  payable  where  the  charge  is  created 
by  the  owner  of  the  fee-simple. 

We  have  pointed  out  these  incongruities  (and  many 
more  might  be  suggested)  for  the  purpose  of  shewing, 
that,  in  following  the  principle  established  by  the  case  of 
Tlie  Attorney-General  v.  Hope,  we  are  taking  the  course, 
not  only  consistent  with  the  decision  of  the  House  of 
liords,  but  also,  as  it  appears  to  us,  most  conformable  to 
the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  act. 

It  will  be  observed,  that,  according  to  our  view  of  this 
subject,  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  right  in  the  case  of  Van- 
diest  V.  Fynmore  (a),  which  was  after  the  case  of  The  At^ 

(a)  6  Sim.  570. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  tomey-Generol  v.  Staff,  in  holding  that  probate  duty  wts 
*        not  there  payable.     Bat  we  feel  bound  to  add^  that  we  do 
not  concur  in  the  reasons  in  which  his  Honor  is  repre- 
sented as  considering  that  case  distinguishable  from  those 
which  had  preceded  it. 

On  these  grounds,  we  propose  to  return  the  following 
certificate  in  answer  to  the  questions  submitted  to  ui  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls : — 

First.  We  are  of  opinion,  that,  on  the  death  of  Judith 
Ann  Piatt,  a  duty  of  one  per  cent,  became  payable  in  re- 
spect of  the  bequest  in  the  will  of  John  Ramsden  of  the 
residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  the  said  Judith  Ann 
Piatt,  after  allowing  any  duty  already  paid  in  respect 
thereof. 

Secondly  and  thirdly.  We  are  of  opinion  that,  no  pn^ 
bate  duly  is  payable  upon  the  probate  of  the  wiU  of  the 
said  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  in  respect  of  the  estate  and  effects 
bequeathed  and  appointed  by  her  said  will  as  aforesaid. 

Fourthly  and  fifthly.  We  are  of  opinion,  that  legacy  ixAj 
is  payable  in  respect  of  the  bequests  contained  in  the  will 
of  the  said  Judith  Ann  Piatt,  at  the  same  rate  at  which 
it  would  have  been  payable,  if  they  had  been  mere  lega- 
cies given  by  her,  payable  out  of  her  own  personal  estate. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat, 
1840. 


KiNLOCH  and  Another  v.  Nevile. 


X  BESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  To  an  action  of 
plaintiffs,  situate  at  the  parish  of  Newton,  in  the  county  fr.,  the  defend- 
of  Lincohi,  (describing  its   abuttals),  and  pulling  down  right^^J*^-* 
posts  and  rails  standing  thereon,  &c.  ^^^  ^^«  ^?^ 

•^  o  ^  ^  m  quo  for  the 

The  defendant,  by  his  fourth  plea,  alleged  an  enjoyment  occupiers  of  B. 

for  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  ^^  '^^h  ^attXt 

by  the  respective  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  a  close  eSk»^dwfof 

called  the  Breast  Field,  situate  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  and  ngi»t  *nd  with- 
out interruption 

adjoining  to  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  of  a  general  right  for  twenty  yean 
of  way  firom  the  Breast  Field  towards,  unto,  into,  through,  menwmento?" 
over,  and  along  the  close  in  which  &c.,  and  from  thence  *J®  ^^[*  S°^V 

'  o  1  tlie  Stat.  2  ft  8 

unto  and  into  a  common  Queen's   highway,  and  back  wm.  4,  c.  71. 
again,  &;c.,  on  foot,  with  cattle,  and  with  carts,  waggon^  and  traversed  so 
other  carriages,  &c. ;  and  justified  the  trespasses  in  exercise  ™"^J[  right^o? " 
of  such  right  of  way.    The  fifth  plea  alleged  the  existence  '^y  "j'^^u. 
of  a  common  and  public  highway  into,  through,  over,  and  used  with  ear- 
along  the  close  in  which  be.,  for  the  purpose  of  fetching,  t^^h^' residue 
drawing,  loading,  and  taking  away  all  such  lime  and  coal,  for^'an  act  of 
and  other  materials,  as  might  be  landed  on  a  certain  pub-  Parliament  (the 
lie  landing-place  adjoining  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  tion  Act,  23 
and  a  certain  public  navigable  river  called  the  river  Trent,  „^,  which 

the  Trent  Navi- 
gation Compa- 
ny, before  the  commencement  of  the  twenty  years,  made  a  haling*  path  for  towing  vessels  along 
the  river,  across  the  locus  in  quo,  into  B.  field ;  that  after  the  commencement  of  the  twenty 
years,  under  the  powers  of  another  act  of  Parliament  (the  Dunham  Bridge  Act,  11  Geo  4,  &  lzvi.)» 
another  hallng-path  was  set  out  nearer  to  the  river,  but  also  across  the  locus  in  quo  and  into  B. 
field,  and  that  thereupon  the  Navigation  Company  abandoned  the  former  haling-path,  which 
thenceforth  ceased  to  be  used  as  such :  that,  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  twenty 
years,  the  occupiers  of  B.  field  used  and  enjoyed,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  by  virtue 
and  under  the  provisions  of  the  first  act  of  Parliament,  a  way  along  the  first-mentioned  haling- 
path,  across  the  locus  in  quo,  on  foot  and  with  cattie,  which  right  of  way  ceased  and  determined 
on  the  abandonment  of  that  haling-path :  but  that,  from  that  time  until  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  the  occupiers  of  B.  field,  claiming  right  to  the  way,  as  a  continuation  of  the  right  be- 
fore enjoyed  by  them  under  the  act  of  Parliament,  continued  to  use  the  same  way  ;  which  way, 
and  the  use  and  enjoyment  thereof  along  the  haling-path  as  aforesaid,  is  the  same  way,  and 
the  same  use  and  enjoyment  thereof  as  in  the  plea  mentioned,  except  as  to  the  user  with 
carriages : — Held^  on  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  good :  that  it  disclosed  fiicts  shew- 
ing that  the  defendant's  user,  although  as  of  right  and  without  interruption  during  the  twenty 
years,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2&  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  ss.  2  &  5,  was  not  such  as  would,  before 
that  statute,  have  been  sufficient  to  prove  a  claim  by  prescription  or  non-existing  grant :  and 
that  those  facts  must  be  replied  specially,  and  could  not  have  been  given  in  evidence  under  a 
traverse  of  the  right  of  way  alleged  in  the  plea. 
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KiNLOCU 
V, 

Mbvile. 


ExcA.  of  Pieof,  from  boats,  barges,  and  other  vessels  in  the  said  river,  and 
justified  the  trespasses  in  the  use  of  such  highway,  for  the 
purpose  of  fetching  &;c.,  lime,  coal,  and  other  materiali 
which,  just  before  the  times  when  &c.,  had  been  landed  on 
the  said  landing-place  from  boats,  barges,  and  other  veasdi 
in  the  said  river. 

Replication  to  the  fourth  plea,  as  to  so  much  thereof » 
relates  to  the  allegation  of  a  right  of  way  with  cartSy  wag- 
gons, and  other  carriages,  and  to  the  exercise  of  the  wif 
with  carts,  waggons,  and  other  carriages,  traversing  nul 
right.  And  as  to  the  residue  of  the  plea,  that,  after  the 
making  and  passmg  of  a  statute  made  and  passed  in  the 
23rd  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  Sang  George  the  Ttid, 
intituled  ''An  Act  for  improving  the  Navigation  of  the 
River  Trent,  from  a  place  called  Willden  Ferry,  in  the 
counties  of  Derby  and  Leicester,  or  one  of  them^  to  Gsiin- 
borough,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and  for  empowering 
persons  navigating  vessels  thereon  to  hale  the  same  widi 
horses''  {a),  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  nid 
period  of  twenty  years  in  the  said  fourth  plea  mentiaMdy 
to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  1785,  the  companj 
of  Proprietors  of  the  River  Trent  Navigation,  in  the  said 
act  mentioned,  and  by  virtue  of  and  according  to  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  did  set  out,  and  from  thence 
until  the  abandonment  thereof  hereinafter  mentioned^  did 
use,  a  certain  convenient  and  sufficient  path  for  haling, 
towing,  and  drawing,  by  men  or  with  horses,  any  boats, 


(a)  23  Geo.  3,  c.  48:  the  92nd 
section  whereof  enacts,  "  That  all 
owners  and  occupiers  of  lands 
through  which  the  said  haling-path 
shall  be  made,  shall  have  free  li- 
berty to  use  the  said  haling-path  as 
a  foot^way,  bridle-way,  or  drift- 
way for  their  cattle,  to,  from,  or 
through  their  respective  lands,  and 
to  or  from  their  proper  watering 
places  at  the  said  river:  ...and  al] 


persons  authorized  to  use  themU 
haling-path,  by  themselves  or  viA 
horses  (not  drawing),  or  other  oi* 
tie  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  liable  to 
the  like  penalties  and  forfeitoa 
for  any  trespasses  or  neglects  hoe- 
inbefore  specified,  or  owners,  or 
drivers,  or  horses,  employed  ii 
haling  boats,  &c.,  arc  rabfed  tv 
by  virtue  of  this  act,"&c. 
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barges^  keels^  or  other  vessels  using  the  said  navigation ;  Exch,  of  puas, 
which  said  path  was  a  certain  path  from  and  out  of  the  ^  ^  ^ 
said  common  highway  towards^  nnto^  into^  and  through  Kinloch 
the  said  close  in  which  &c.^  unto^  into^  and  through  the  Nevile. 
said  close  called  the  Breast  Field.  And  the  plaintiffs  fur- 
ther say^  that  afterwards^  and  since  the  commencement  of 
the  said  period  of  twenty  years  in  the  said  fourth  plea* 
mentioned^  and  before  the  first  of  the  said  times  when  Sec. 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  passing  of  a 
statute  made  and  passed  in  the  11th  year  of  the  reign  of 
King  George  the  4th,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  building  a 
Bridge  over  the  river  Trent,  from  Dunham,  in  the  county 
of  Nottingham,  to  the  opposite  shore  in  the  county  of 
Lincoln,^'  (11  Geo.  4,  c.  lxvi.),'to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1833,  the  Durham  Bridge  Company,  in  the  said 
secondly  recited  act  mentioned,  did,  under  and  by  vir- 
tue and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act  of  Par- 
liament, for  the  length  of  sixty  yards  next  to  the  Dunham 
Bridge  in  the  said  act  mentioned,  being  part  of  the  length 
of  the  path  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  set  out  and  make, 
and  the  said  Company  of  the  Proprietors  of  the  River  Trent 
Navigation  did,  under  and  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  first-mentioned  act,  for  the  residue  of  the  length  of 
the  path  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  set  out  and  make, 
and  the  last-mentioned  Company  have  from  thence  hitherto 
used  and  maintained,  one  other  sufficient  and  convenient 
path,  nearer  than  the  said  first-mentioned  path  to  the  said 
river,  for  haling,  towing,  or  drawing  by  men  or  with  horses, 
any  boats,  barges,  keels,  or  other  vessels  using  the  said  navi- 
gation; the  said  secondly  mentioned  path  being  so  made  as 
aforesaid  in  a  continuous  line  from  and  out  of  the  said  high- 
way towards,  unto,  into,  and  through  the  said  close  in  which, 
&c.,  unto,  into,  and  through  the  said  close  called  the  Breast 
Field :  and  the  said  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  River 
Trent  Navigation  did  thereupon,  after  the  said  secondly 
mentioned  path  had  been  so  set  out  and  made  as  aforesaid. 
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Sseh,  of  Pleat,  and  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  oC 
^  ^  ^  this  suit,  and  before  the  first  of  the  said  times  when  &c.  in 
KiNLocH  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
Nevilb.  aforesaid,  wholly  abandon  the  said  first-mentioned  hahng- 
path,  which  thereupon  did  cease,  and  from  thence  hitherto 
hath  ceased,  to  be  or  to  be  used  as  such  haling-path  m 
aforesaid ;  and  from  the  time  of  the  said  abandonment  of 
the  said  first-mentioned  haling-path  hitherto,  the  said 
secondly  mentioned  haling-path  hath  been  and  still  is  the 
only  haUng-path  to,  from,  through,  or  in  the  said  doie 
in  which  &c.,  and  also  the  only  haling-path^  to,  from, 
through,  or  in  the  said  close  called  the  Breast  Keid. 
And  the  plaintiffs  further  say,  that  before  and  at  tbe 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  period  of  twenty  yetn 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  until  the  said  abandonment 
of  the  said  first-mentioned  path,  the  occupiers  <^  the 
said  dose  called  the  Breast  Field  actually  had,  used, 
and  enjoyed,  and  were  respectively  accustomed  to  haie^ 
use,  and  enjoy,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  hj 
virtue  of  and  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  first-men- 
tioned act,  but  not  under  any  other  right  or  title,  a  way  in 
and  along  the  said  first-mentioned  haling-path,  for  them- 
selves and  their  servants  to  go,  return,  pass,  and  repass, 
on  foot  and  with  horses,  mares,  geldings,  sheep,  and  cat- 
tle, from  the  said  close  called  the  Breast  Field  towards, 
unto,  and  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  close  in 
which  &c.,  and  frx)m  thence  unto  and  into  the  said  high- 
way, and  so  from  thence  back  again,  from  the  said  high- 
way towards,  unto,  into,  and  through  the  said  dose  in 
which  &c.,  unto  and  into  the  said  close  called  the  Breast 
Field,  every  year  and  all  times  of  the  year,  at  his  or  their 
free  will  and  pleasure,  as  to  the  said  close  called  the  Breast 
Field  belonging  and  appertaining :  which  said  right  of  way, 
during  the  period  of  twenty  years  in  the  said  fourth  plea 
mentioned,  and  before  the  first  of  the  said  times  when 
&c.  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ceased  and  determined 
upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  making  of  the  said  secondly 
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mentioned  haling-path^  and  the  said  abandonment  of  the  ^'<^a.  o/  putu^ 
said  first-mentioned  haling-path.  And  the  plaintiflPs  fiir-  ^  ^^'  . 
ther  say,  that  from  the  time  when  the  said  first-mentioned  Kinloch 
haling-path  was  so  abandoned  as  aforesaid,  and  ceased  to  be  NEyiLE. 
such  haling-path  as  aforesaid,  nntil  the  commencement  of 
this  snit,  the  respective  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the 
said  close  called  the  Breast  Field,  claiming  right  to  the  way 
hereinafter  mentioned,  as  and  by  way  of  a  continuation  of 
the  said  right  so  by  the  respective  occupiers  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  close  called  the  Breast  Field,  by  virtue  of 
and  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  first-mentioned  act, 
previously  had,  used,  and  enjoyed  as  aforesaid,  continued 
to  use  and  enjoy,  and  were  respectively  accustomed  to 
use  and  enjoy,  and  had  actually  had,  used,  and  enjoyed, 
as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  in  and  along  the  said 
first-mentioned  haling-path,  the  same  way  as  aforesaid 
[describing  it  as  before]  :  And  the  plaintiffs  farther  say, 
that  the  said  way,  and  the  said  use  and  enjoyment  thereof 
in  and  along  the  said  first- mentioned  haling-path,  was  and 
is  the  same  way,  and  the  same  use  and  enjoyment  thereof, 
as  the  way,  and  the  use  and  eujoyment  thereof,  in  the  said 
fourth  plea  mentioned,  except  so  far  as  the  plea  alleges  the 
same  to  be  a  way  for  carts,  waggons,  and  other  carriages, 
and  not  another  or  a  different  way,  use,  or  enjoyment,  and 
that  there  was  no  origin,  title,  or  ground  for  the  said  al- 
leged right  of  way,  so  far  as  the  same  does  not  relate  to 
carts,  waggons,  and  carriages,  which  was  so  used  and  en- 
joyed as  in  the  said  fourth  plea  and  in  this  replication 
mentioned,  except  the  said  first-mentioned  act  of  Parlia- 
ment.— ^Verification . 

The  defendant,  as  to  so  much  of  this  replication  as  re- 
lated to  the  allegation  in  the  plea  of  the  right  of  way  with 
carriages^  joined  issue  thereon :  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
replication,  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes,  that 
the  said  replication  is  double,  in  this,  that  it  states  several 
distinct  and  material  issues:  that  the  plaintiffs  ought 
either  to  have  traversed  the  matters  contained  in  the 
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Etek.  <4  Pitai,  fourth  plea,  or  to  bare  coofessed  and  avoided  sach  m 

'  -     ters ;  that  the  plaintiGTs  have  in  their  replicstioD  set  i 

KiNLocH       another  and  different  right  of  wa;,  and  averred  it  to  be 

Vevub.       same  right  of  way  and  identical  with  that  claimed  by 

defendant  in  bis  said  fourth  plea,  as  to  the  said  close  ca] 

the  Breast  Field  belonging  and  appertaining;    and  t 

the  said  replication  is  argumentative,  and  no  certain 

specific  issue  can  be  taken  thereon,  &c.     The  follow 

point  was  also  stated  in  the  margin : — That  the  ri^ 

way  in  the  fonrth  plea  and  in  the  introductory  part  of 

said  replication  mentioned,  did  not  eease  by  the  setting 

and  making  of  the  said  haling-path  by  the  I>nnhain  Brii 

Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  River  Trent  NavigalioD; 

in  the  rephcation  mentioned. — Joinder  in  demorrer. 

To  the  Gth  plea,  the  pliuntiffs  new  assigned,  that  tl 
issued  their  writ,  &c.,  not  only  for  the  several  trespsi 
in  the  introductory  part  of  the  said  5th  plea  mention 
and  therein  attempted  to  be  justified,  but  also  for  that 
defendant,  on  the  said  several  days  and  times  &c.,  broke  i 
entered  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  &c.  &c.,  which 
other  and  different  trespasses  than  the  said  trespasses 
the  said  5th  plea  mentioned,  and  therein  attempted  to 
justified,  &c. 

Flea  to  the  new  assignment,  setting  up  the  same  ri{ 
of  way  as  alleged  in  the  4th  plea :  to  which  there  wsa 
replication  in  the  same  terms  as  the  replication  to  the  4 
plea,  which  was  followed  also  by  a  similar  joinder  of  iss< 
demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  now  argued  by 

Bayley  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  demnrrer. 
The  replications  are  bad :  they  do  not  in  any  way  dh 
the  right  set  up  by  the  pleas.  The  defendant  claims 
general  right  of  way,  on  foot,  and  with  cattle  and  carriagi 
from  the  Breast  Field,  over  the  plaintiff's  dose,  into 
highway,  and  back  again.  The  plaintiffs,  in  answer  to  li 
claim,  after  traversing  the  right  so  &r  as  it  is  claimed  ' 
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be  used  with  carriages^  set  forth  an  act  of  Parliament,  under  i5«c*.  rf  pUom, 
which  they  say  a  haling  or  towing  path  was  set  out  by 
the  Trent  Navigation  Company,  before  the  commencement 
of  the  period  of  twenty  years  mentioned  in  the  pleas,  and 
another  act  under  which  that  path  was  discontinued  as  a 
haling-path  and  another  made  and  used  instead  of  it, 
within  the  twenty  years;  and  then  allege  that  the  occupiers 
of  the  Breast  Field  continued  to  use  the  former  after  its 
abandonment,  and  that  the  way  so  used  is  that  alleged  in 
the  pleas;  and  that  the  defendant  has  no  other  right  except 
under  the  act  of  Parliament.  But  that  is  not  the  right 
claimed  by  the  pleas ;  what  they  claim  is  a  drift-way  in 
respect  of  the  occupation  of  the  Breast  Field.  The  plain- 
tiffs ought  to  have  traversed  the  right  of  way  as  alleged. 
Again,  the  replication  does  not  shew  that  the  defendant  has 
any  connexion  with  the  Trent  Navigation  Company,  but 
only  that  he  has  in  fact  used  the  path.  [Alderson,  B. — 
What  is  the  replication  but  a  denial  of  the  defendant's  user 
as  of  right  ?]  Yes — ^but  it  is  an  argumentative  instead  of  a 
direct  denial.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  me  that 
the  plaintiffs  should,  at  all  events,  have  shewn  in  their  re- 
plication that  the  right  of  the  defendant  was  connected  with 
the  user  of  the  towing-path  imder  the  act :  that,  however, 
would  only  have  been  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  right 
alleged.] — The  Court  then  called  on 

Waddington  to  support  the  replications. — ^The  question 
in  this  case  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  Prescription 
Act,  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  refer 
to  that  act,  and  to  the  cases  decided  on  it,  to  shew  that, 
in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  pleaded 
otherwise  in  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  pleas.  The 
2nd  section  of  the  act  provides,  that  no  claim  to  any  way 
or  other  easement,  &c.,  when  it  shall  have  been  actually 
eiqoyed  by  any  person  claiming  right  thereto,  without 
interruption,  for  the  fiiU  period  of  twenty  years,  shall  be 

VOL.  YI.  H  H  H  M.  W, 
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estroyed  by  shewing  only  thi 
enjoyed  at  any  time  prior  to  snch  period  of  twenty  ye>n,  k 
KiKLocB  Then  the  5th  section  prescribes  the  mode  of  pleading  at 
MkTiLB.  replying  to  mch  rights : — enacting,  "  that  in  all  pleadin 
to  actions  of  trespass,  and  in  all  other  pleadings  where 
before  the  passing  of  this  act,  it  would  have  been  oeoeMi 
to  allege  the  right  to  hare  existed  from  time  immenKm 
it  shall  be  snflScient  to  allege  the  enjoyment  thereirf', 
of  right,  by  the  occupiers  of  the  tenement  in  reqN 
whereof  the  same  is  claimed,  for  and  daring  such  of  t 
periods  mentioned  in  this  act,  as  may  be  applicable  to  t 
case,  &c.  J  and  if  the  other  party  shall  intend  to  rely 
any  proviso,  exception,  incapacity,  disability,  contra 
agreement,  &c.,  or  on  any  caose  or  matter  of  fact  or 
law,  not  incoruUleni  with  the  tanple  fact  of  a^oyntetU,  t 
same  shall  be  specially  alleged  and  set  forth  in  answer 
the  allegation  of  the  party  claiming,  and  shall  not  be  i 
ceived  in  evidence  on  any  general  traverse  or  deital 
such  allegation."  Now,  here  the  &cts  alleged  in  Jhe  i 
plication,  are  comdBtent  with  the  simple  fact  of  enjoyme 
by  the  defendant,  as  of  right  and  without  inteimptic 
It  confesses  a  user  of  twenty  years ;  bnt  shews  that,  befi 
the  coDunencement  of  the  twenty  years,  a  certain  sti 
of  things  exuted  which  gave  rise  to  and  authorized  tl 
user;  that  that  state  of  things  ceased  to  exist  withio  t 
twenty  years ;  but  that  the  defendant's  user,  notwithstau 
ing  continned.  It  admits  an  adverse  enjoyment  down 
the  commencement  of  the  suit — bnt  an  enjoyment  origii 
ting  tmder  the  authority  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  and 
no  other  right.  It  is  dear,  that  up  to  the  period  of  t 
abandonment  of  the  first  haling-path,  this  was  a  strid 
rightful  enjoyment,  under  the  23  Geo.  3,  c.  48,  a.  92 :  tb 
the  replication  goes  on  to  state  a  continuance  of  the  m 
after  such  abandonment;  but  it  cannot  be  said  that  ti 
same  right  which  existed  only  by  virtue  of  a  kind  of  parii 
mentaiy  contract  between  the  owners  of  the  land  and  tl 
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Canal  Company^ — could  continue  after  the  legal  abandon-  E^h,  of  pi^ob, 
ment  of  the  way  by  the  latter.    When  the  land  could  not     ^    ^      ^ 
be  otherwise  used^  it  was  reasonable  that  the  way  should       Kinloch 
be  enjoyed ;  but  inasmuch  as^  by  the  act  of  parliament  {a),        Nbyilb. 
the  sou  of  the  haling-path  remained  in  the  owner  of  the 
land^  why  should  the  easement  continue^  when  it  was  no 
longer  used  as  a  haling-path^  and  the  owner  had  it  in  his 
power  to  resume  all  his  original  rights  ?     It  reverted  to 
him  free  from  the  easement^  which  was  no  longer  neces- 
sary.    This  is  not  such  a  user  as  could  have  been  inferred 
from  prescription  or  a  lost  grant  before  the  act ;  but  the 
circumstances  disclose  (in  the  words  of  s.  2^)  ^^  a  way  in 
which  the  easement  is  defeated^  other  than  by  shewing  that 
it  was  first  enjoyed  before  the  twenty  years/'  and  therefore 
they  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  defeat  it, — but  not  with- 
out pleading  them.     There  is  a  user  throughout,  ''as  of 
right,  and  without  interruption :''  first,  under  the  act  of 
Parliament,  and  then  as  an  adverse  enjoyment  claimed  in 
continuation  of  the  former  right.     No  doubt,  if  the  latter 
had  continued  for  twenty  years,  it  could  not  have  been 
avoided.     In  Bright  v.  Walker  (6),  the  qualities  of  the 
enjoyment  necessary  to  clothe  the  party  with  the  right, 
under  this  statute,  were  fully  considered.  Parke,  B.,  says — 
"  In  order  to  establish  a  right  of  way,  and  to  bring  the 
case  within  this  section,  (s.  2),  it  must  be  proved  that  the 
claimant  has  enjoyed  it  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  years, 
and  that  he  has  done   so  '  as  of  right,'  for  that  is  the 
form  in  which  (by  s.  5)  such  a  claim  must  be  pleaded; 
and  the  like  evidence  would  have  been  required  before  the 
statute,  to  prove  a  claim  by  prescription  or  non-existing 
grant.     Therefore,  if  the  way  shall  appear  to  have  been 
enjoyed  by  the  claimant,  not  openly  and  in  the  manner 
that  a  person  rightfully  entitled  would  have  used  it,  but 
by  stealth,  as  a  trespasser  would  have  done — if  he  shall 

(a)  23  Geo.  3,  c.  48,  b.  25.  (6)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  211. 

H  H  H  2 
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£jcrA.  a/  ^iwi  have  Occasionally  asked  the  pemiission  of  the  occupier  ( 
.  '^  •  ^  the  land — ^no  title  would  be  acquired,  because  it  was  m 
KiNLocH  enjoyed  '  as  of  right.'  The  same  doctrine  is  laid  dow 
NB^i(,(.  in  Tickle  v.  Brown  (a),  and  Beatles  t-  df^tt  {b).  Tt 
enjoyment  neceesary  to  gire  a  title,  therefore,  does  no 
mean  enjoyment  adveriebf,  hot  enjoyment  openfy,  withoi 
force  or  fraud — nee  vi,  nee  clam,  nee  precarie.  {Aide 
ion,  B. — You  aay  you  could  not  safely  traverse  the  ligli 
because  there  has  been  a  continuous  adverse  naer  fin*  tl 
whole  period.]  Yes — a  continuous  user  as  of  right;  bi 
which  is  shewn,  by  the  facts  averred  in  the  replication,  n 
to  be  such  as  that  a  title  by  prescription  or  lost  grant  con 
be  inferred  from  it.  Then  is  it  sufficiently  avoided  ? 
clearly  is,  if  the  right  ceased  on  the  abandonment  of  tl 
haling-path;  which  is  a  matter  to  be  replied,  becaose 
does  not,  like  leave  a«ked,  break  the  continoity  of  tl 
twenty  years'  nser,  but  is  consistent  with  it.  The  plaii 
tiffs  admit  that  the  defendant's  oser  was  an  enjoyma 
under  a  claim  of  right,  (which  is  what  is  meant  in  s.  5 
although  not  such  as  to  confer  a  right  in  law,  when  ii 
quired  into.  This  is,  in  truth,  an  agreement  b^inniii 
before  the  commencement  of  the  twenty  years,  but  Q 
tending  over  only  a  part  of  that  period.  Unity  of  posse 
sion  for  a  part  of  the  time  may  be  shewn  under  tl 
general  traverse;  because,  there  the  easement  is  not  ei 
joyed  as  an  easement:  Oniey  v.  Gardiner  (c).  [Lord  Abi» 
ger,  C.  B. — ^Wasit  necessary  to  do  more  than  to  pot  npo 
the  record  the  right  under  which  the  defendant  was  ei 
titled,  and  the  determination  of  it?]  At  all  events,  tl 
rest  of  the  replication  is  only  surplusage.  It  is  objecte 
that  an  issue  could  not  be  taken  on  it ;  but  the  defendsi 
might  have  denied  the  abandonment,  or  that  his  right  wi 
solely  under  the  act.     Then  it  is  said  the  replication 


(a)  4  Ad.  8c  Ell.  382;  6  N«r.  8c     (fr)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  70S;  3SeoU,  2H 
M.  330.  (c)  4  M  fc  W.  496. 
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double ;  but  it  only  consists  of  a  number  of  facts  making  Eteh.  of  Pleats 
up  one  defence.     Again^  it  is  said  that  it  sets  out  a  dif-  ^ 

ferent  way  from  that  stated  in  the  plea ;  if  so,  the  defend-       Kinloch 
ant  should  have  traversed  it.  Nevile. 


BayUy,  in  reply. — It  may  be  admitted  that  the  replica- 
tion covtfesses  the  user  as  of  right ;  but  it  does  not  avoid  it. 
It  avers  that  the  original  haling-path  has  ceased  j  but  it 
does  not  state  that  the  act  of  Parliament  is  repealed ;  nor 
is  any  connexion  shewn  between  the  occupier  of  the  Breast 
Field  and  the  Trent  Navigation  Company.  Further,  the 
Dunham  Bridge  Act  does  not  expressly  substitute  the  new 
for  the  old  haling-path.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiffs 
amounts  to  this,  that  the  discontinuance  of  it  as  a  haling- 
path  by  the  Company  necessarily  deprived  the  defendant 
of  his  right.  But  if  so,  the  general  traverse  would  have 
been  Sufficient,  and  the  plea,  being  divisible,  might  have 
been  foimd  partly  for  the  plaintiff  and  partly  for  the  de- 
fendant :  Higham  v.  Rabett  {a).  If  this  replication  amounts 
to  anything,  it  is  to  the  statement  of  a  different  right  of 
way  from  that  which  the  defendant  has  claimed. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  on  consideration^ 
that  the  replication  is  sufficient.  If  the  plaintiffs  had  simply 
traversed  the  right  as  alleged,  and  then  shewn  on  the  trial  the 
£Bu;ts  as  they  are  set  forth  in  the  replication,  the  answer  would 
have  been,  that  they  ought  to  have  been  pleaded,  because 
they  admit  a  continued  adverse  user  during  the  twenty 
years.  The  replication  is  not  vitiated  by  the  admission  of 
the  right  during  a  part  of  the  time ;  it  is  only  putting  on 
the  record  more  than  is  necessary.  Here  the  plaintiffs 
have  confessed  the  whole,  and  avoided  the  whole.  Another 
question  arises,  as  to  whether  the  right  given  by  the  act 
to  use  the  haling-path  has  ceased.    That  is  a  question  of 

a)  5  Bing.  N.  C  622,  7  Scott,  827. 
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Are*,  tf  PUoB,  law^   and  if  the  plaintiffs  have  failed  to  shew  that,  they 

have  shewn  nothing.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  ceased 
[His  Lordship  read  the  92nd  section.]  The  intention  of 
the  act  was^  that^  so  long  as  there  was  a  haling^path,  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  the  land  Cfver  which  it  passed 
should  have  a  right  to  use  it^  and  no  longer.  I  thinl, 
therefore^  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment. 

Aldsrson^  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  proper  con- 
struction of  Lord  TerUerdenfs  act  is  that  for  which  Mr. 
Waddington  has  contended.  K  a  parol  permissian  extendi 
over  the  whole  of  the  twenty  years^  the  party  enjoys  the 
way  as  of  right  and  without  interruption  for  the  twenty 
years ;  not  so^  if  the  leave  given  be  firom  time  to  time 
within  the  twenty  years.  The  5th  section  creates  the  dif- 
ficulty. The  act^  however^  does  not  alter  the  nature  of  the 
right  necessary  to  give  a  legal  title.  The  party  who  aven 
the  right  must  mean  such  as  could  be  inferred  to  exist  by 
custom^  prescription^  or  non-existing  grant :  and  the  other 
party  must  shew  in  his  answer  that  there  is  no  right  of 
that  nature.  Here  the  repUcation  states,  that,  within 
twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the 
haling-path  was  shifted,  and  the  previous  one  abandoned. 
If  so,  according  to  the  act  of  Parliament,  the  defendant's 
right  to  use  it  ceased.  So  that  the  repUcation  shews  that 
the  defendant  could  not  have  exercised  the  right  either  by 
custom,  prescription,  or  grant,  and  is  therefore  suflScient. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  conciured. 

Bayley  then  applied  for  leave  to  amend,  by  pleading 
that  the  defendant  had  enjoyed  the  right  tor  forty  years. 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs;  otherwise, 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Etch,  of  Plea$t 
1840. 

Gripper  and  Others  v.  Bristow  (a).  ^      ^      ' 

JvELLY  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  The  defendant 
warrant  of  attorney  given  by  the  defendant  in  this  action  giVe^^uIn^ 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  ^'P  *  warrant 

"  ^  of  attorney  to 

issued  herein  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity;  on  secure  his  debt 
the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was   not  duly  plaintiff!  em- 
attested  according  to  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  9.—  ^]^^^^  ^'i  '" 

°  '  attorney,  to  pre- 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  (an  innkeeper  at  Hertford),  pw*  »t.    p. 

on  which  the  application  was  founded,  stated,  in  substance,  the  defendant, 

that,  in  consequence  of  an  application  by  the  plaintiffs  to  ^iMt  be  slimed 

him  for  some  security  for  his  debt  to  them,  it  was  agreed  *"  ^*  presenca 

"  '  o  of  some  profes'^ 

that  he  should  sign  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  £250,  and  sionai  man,  and 
the  plaintiffs  undertook  to  give  instructions  to  Mr.  Prang-  procure  Mr.  s. 
ley,  their  attorney,  to  prepare  it :  that,  on  the  25th  April  Se'dcfcJdiiJr^ 
last,  Prangley  called  on  the  defendant,  and  told  him  that  accordingly 

went  to  procure 

*'  he  had  prepared  the  thing  to  be  signed  by  him,^^  and  s.'s  attendance, 
requested  him  to  caU  at  his  office  for  the  purpose,  and  theS'iieWwheii 
an  appointment  was  made  accordingly  for  8  o'clock  that  ^*  ^^^  •**"* 

*  *  *^  *'  they  were  com- 

evening ;  but  before  that  hour,  Prangley  called  on  the  ing  to  his,  s.% 

defendant  with  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  stated  that  it  might  witnesa 

must  be  signed  in  the  presence  of  some  professional  man,  l**^^^^f°  °f 

and  that  he  should  procure  Mr.  Edward  Robert  Spence  tomey  by  the 

defendant.  The 

to  attest  it  j  and  accordingly  he  took  with  him  the  warrant  defendant  then 
of  attorney  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  Mr.  Spencers  Jhey*had  better 
attendance:   that  the  defendant  afterwards   attended  at  »<> 50 P/s office, 

which  was  near- 

Prangley's  office,  and  executed  the  warrant  of  attorney  in  cr.    They  went 

the  presence  of  Prangley  and  Spence,  whom  Prangley  had  ingiy ;  p.  plac- 
ed the  paper  in 
s.'s  hands,  and 
S.  then  read  over  and  explained  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  the  defendant,  and  asked  him  whe- 
ther he  wished  him  to  witness  the  execution  of  it  as  his  attorney.     The  defendant  replied  that 
he  did,  and  then  signed  it,  and  S.  attested  it.     P.  ofiered  to  pay  S.  for  his  attendance,  but 
he  said,  as  it  would  come  out  of  the  defendant's  pocket,  he  should  make  no  charge ;  for  which 
the  defendant  expressed  himself  obliged : — Heldy  that  S.'  was  not  expressly  named  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  attending  on  his  behalf,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  stat  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  8.9;  and  the 
warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment  signed  thereon  were  set  aside. 
Semblef  that  this  is  an  objection  which  cannot  be  waived  by  the  defendant 

(a)  This  case  was  decided  by  AUkrson,  B.,  sitting  alone  on  the  last 
day  of  the  term. 
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ti  Pk^  80  of  his  own  accord  procured  to  attend  for  the  purpose  of 
^^'  .  attesting  it :  that  Prangley.  placed  the  warrant  of  attorney 
in  Spence's  hands^  without  the  defendant's  having  pre- 
viously consulted  Spence  on  the  subject^  and  without  his 
having  himself  read  the  warrant  of  attorney :  that  Prang- 
ley^ after  the  execution  of  the  warrant  of  attorney^  offered 
to  pay  Spence  for  his  attendance^  but  he  declined  making 
any  charge  for  it.  The  defendant  deposed  also,  that,  if  he 
had  been  allowed  to  use  his  own  discretion  in  the  nomins- 
tion  of  an  attorney  to  attest  his  execution,  he  should  have 
employed  a  Mr.  Sworder,  to  whom  he  was  under  obUga- 
tions,  and  who  resided  very  near  him,  and  whom  he  had 
consulted  on  all  former  occasions;  that  Spence  was  ex- 
pressly named  by  Prangley,  and  not  by  him  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  he  believed  that  Prangley^  knowing  thit 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  Sworder,  engaged  Spence 
to  attend  in  order  that  Sworder  might  not  be  informed  of 
the  nature  of  the  security  which  the  defendant  was  re- 
quired to  sign.  On  the  13th  May,  judgment  was  signed 
under  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  execution  issued.  The 
present  rule  was  obtained  on  the  9th  of  June. 

The  affidavit  of  Spence,  in  opposition  to  the  rule,  stated, 
that  in  the  evening  of  the  25th  April,  he  met  Prangley  in 
the  street  of  Hertford,  in  company  with  the  defendant, 
with  whom  he  was  well  acquainted,  when  Prangley  stated 
to  him,  in  the  defendant's  hearing,  that  they  were  coming 
to  his.  Spencers,  office,  that  he  might  witness  the  execution 
of  a  warrant  of  attorney  by  the  defendant ;  that  the  de- 
fendant suggested  that  they  had  better  go  to  the  office  of 
Prangley,  which  was  nearer;  that  the  deponent  according- 
ly went  with  them  to  Prangley's  office,  and  there  read 
over  and  explained  the  warrant  of  attorney  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  asked  him  whether  he  wished  him,  the  deponent, 
to  witness  the  execution  of  it  as  attorney  for  him  the  de- 
fendant, to  which  he  replied  that  he  did;  and  the  deponent 
witnessed  it  accordingly :  that  Prangley  offered  to  pay  the 
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deponent  for  his  attendance;  but  he  said  that^  as  it  would  Exek.  of  pum, 
come  out  of  the  defendant's  pockety  he  should  make  no 
charge^  and  the  defendant  thereupon  expressed  himself 
much  obliged  to  the  deponent.  No  affidavit  was  produced 
from  Prangley^  but  it  was  sworn  that  he  had  left  Hertford 
in  consequence  of  pecuniary  embarrassments^  and  that  the 
^aintiffs  were  unable  to  have  any  communication  with 
him,  or  to  procure  an  affidavit  from  him. 

JR.  V.  Richards  and  Bramwell  shewed  cause  against  the 
rule. — First,  the  attestation  by  Spence  was  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute.  It  is  not  sworn  by  the  defendant  that 
he  had  no  previous  communication  with  Frangley,  and 
the  statement  of  Spence,  that  he  met  the  defendant  coming 
to  his  office  for  the  purpose,  is  a  contradiction  of  what  the 
defendant  intended  should  be  inferred  from  his  affidavit, 
viz.,  that  the  calling  in  of  Spence  was  entirely  the  act  of 
Prangley.  Then  it  appears  that  the  defendant,  on  being 
asked  by  Spence  whether  he  wished  him  to  attest  the 
instrument  on  his  behalf,  answered  in  the  affirmative,  and 
so  clearly  adopted  him  as  his  attorney.  This  case  is  not 
distinguishable  from  those  of  Oliver  v.  JVoodruffe  (a),  Bligh 
V.  Brewer  (i),  and  Taylor  v.  Nicholb  (c).  These  cases  es- 
tablish, that  from  whatever  quarter  the  suggestion  of  the 
attomey^s  name  comes,  if  there  be  any  expression  of  the 
defendant,  shewing  affirmatively  that  he  recognises  him  as 
his  attorney  for  the  purpose,  it  is  sufficient.  [Alderson, 
B. — ^There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  an  exercise  of  any 
option  in  the  present  case;  it  looks  like  an  expreto  naming 
by  Prangley.  The  difficulty  arises  from  that  part  of  the 
defendant's  affidavit  being  left  unanswered.  Suppose 
Prangley  had  made  an  affidavit,  and  admitted  that  part  of 
it?]     It  is  consistent  vrith  all  the  defendant  states,  that 


(a)  4  M.  &  W.  650.  (b)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.  651. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  91. 
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Each,  g/  Piiat,  lie  did  expressly  assent  to  the  aomination  of  Spenee 

.   '^      .     his  attorney.  It  was  in  effect  an  attendance  at  the  teqm 

GHrrrRK       of  the  defendant;  he  had  the  option  of  answering  in  1 

B«jn««.      negative  to  Spence's  question.     If  the  party  has  an  el 

tion  at  any  time  before  the  irrerocable  act  of  signature, 

is  sufficient. 

But  further,  this  is  an  irregolarity  only,  and  the  ph 
tiff  has  waived  it  by  his  delay  in  making  this  applicati 
If  he  had  applied  earlier,  the  plaintiffs  might  have  agn 
to  set  aside  the  instrument,  and  have  proceeded  agai 
him  on  the  original  consideration.  [Aideraofij  B. — If 
warrant  of  attorney  be  void  under  the  statute,  the  plain 
has  signed  jndgment  without  authority;  how  can  it 
wuved?  it  is  the  same  as  if  a  stranger  had  signed  jm 
ment.]  [They  ai^;ned  also,  that  the  defendant  had  war 
the  invalidity  ol  the  warrant  of  attorney,  by  a  subseqo 
arrangement  with  the  sheriff  for  the  sale  of  hia  goods.] 

KeUy  (with  whom  were  Knowle»  and  W.  ff.  Watt 
contra.— It  is  an  entirely  new  pnnciple  of  law,  that  a  ni 
compbance  with  a  statute  can  be  waived  or  cured.  T 
is  no  trreyw/ori/y  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  of 
2  Will.  4;  it  is  the  signing  of  a  judgment  on  a  vwd : 
strument,  i.  e.  without  authority,  and,  for  this  purpose, 
a  mere  stranger.  Such  a  defect  as  that  cannot  be  cnn 
In  a  recent  case  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  an  i 
nuity  was  set  aside  for  want  of  enrolment,  after  a  lapse  of 
years.  Where  a  statute  requires  certain  forms  to  give ' 
lidi^  to  an  instrument,  if  they  be  not  observed,  the  i 
strument  ia  void,  and  must  be  set  aside  at  any  time 
the  Court  be  satisfied  that  the  statute  has  not  been  co 
plied  with.  If  it  were  otherwise,  parties  might  alwi 
defeat  the  statute  by  swearing  to  some  supposed  assent 
waiver,  which  could  not  be  contradicted. 

With  regard  to  tbe  other  [loint,  it  has  always  been  be 
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that  the  statute  must  be  strictly  and  substantially  com'*  Bxeh.  of  puom, 
plied  with,  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor;  Rice  v.  Lin*  ^  ^  -  ^ 
sted  (a).  The  words  ^^  expressly  named ''  are  used  in  con-  Gripper 
tradistinction  to  a  naming  by  implication  from  the  cir-^  Bristow. 
cumstances :  Taylor  v.  Nicholls.  Here  there  was  no 
naming  by  the  defendant,  either  express  or  implied.  The 
defendant  positively  swears  that  Spence  was  not  named  by 
him,  but  expressly  named  by  Prangley;  and  where  the 
party  thus  brings  himself  directly  within  the  words  of  the 
statute,  the  Court  will  call  for  some  direct  contradiction 
on  the  other  side:  here  there  is  none.  It  is  consistent 
with  the  whole  of  Spencers  affidavit,  that  the  plaintiffs 
themselves  had  named  him ;  and  Spence  is  called  upon 
actually  to  attest,  before  there  is  anything  to  shew  any  no- 
mination or  assent  by  the  defendant.  Prangley,  although 
he  informs  the  defendant  that  a  professional  man  must 
attest  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  does  not  tell  him 
that  he  is  to  be  named  by  the  defendant,  and  attending  on 
his  behalf.  Barnes  v.  Pendrey  (b)  is  in  point,  where  Cole* 
ridge,  J.,  distinguishes  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side. 
Again,  with  regard  to  the  ^^  attending  at  the  request ''  of 
the  defendant,  the  cases  cited  are  distinguishable.  In  all 
of  them  the  defendant  himself  went  voluntarily  to  the 
attorney  for  the  purpose;  here  he  went  with  Prangley 
to  his  office,  and  there  Spence  was  introduced  by  Prang- 
ley. [Alderson,  B. — Walker  v.  Gardner  (c)  is  much  nearer 
to  this  case  than  any  of  those  which  have  been  cited,  and 
is  a  case  a  multo  fortiori  to  the  present.]  If  this  be  held 
sufficient,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  might  always  introduce 
an  attorney  of  the  plaintiff's  own  nomination,  and  if  the 
question  were  only  asked — "  Do  you  wish  me  to  attest  as 
attorney  for  you?''  and  an  affirmative  answer  were  given^ 
it  would  be  enough. 

(a)  6  Scott,  895 ;  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  153.  (6)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  747. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Adol.  371. 
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£xdb.  ^  PUat,      Aldxbson^  B. — ^I  think  this  rule  must  be  made  abto- 
1840.         Yxxi^^    ijj^^  ^j^^g  j^g  appears  to  me  to  be  this :  that,  h 

order  to  make  the  party  an  attorney  expressly  named  b] 
the  defendant^  and  attending  on  his  behalf^  there  mnstb 
something  different  from  what  may  be  called  an  tmp&i 
naming^  or  implied  attendance,  t.  e.,  where  it  is  to  be  coUecta 
only  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case  that  the  attorn^  wt 
named  by  or  attending  on  behalf  of  the  defendant.  Therei 
another  criterion :  that  he  be  expressly  named,  or  exprenh 
attending,  under  such  circumstances  as  to  shew  that  the  de 
fendant  is  cognizant  of  the  fact,  and  that  he  has  an  optioi 
in  the  matter.  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  bejbreham 
name  or  request  the  attendance  of  the  attorn^,  if,  witl 
full  knowledge  that  he  has  an  option,  he  adopts  him  as  hh 
attorney.  That  I  take  to  be  the  rule  established  in  Bl^ 
Y.  Brewer  and  Taylor  v.  NichoUs.  In  those  cases  the  de- 
fendant was  informed  that  he  had  an  option.  In  Bli^h  r. 
Brewer,  his  answer  shewed  that  it  was  present  to  his  mind 
that  he  could  exercise  an  option,  and  that  he  did  exercise 
it  with  his  free  will.  In  Taylor  v.  NichoUs,  the  defendant 
was  expressly  informed  that  he  had  a  right  to  appoint  any 
person,  and  answered  that  he  had  no  wish  to  have  any  par- 
ticular attorney,  his  only  desire  being  that  the  transaction 
might  not  become  known.  There,  also,  he  knew  he  had 
an  option,  and  exercised  it.  In  Barnes  y.  Pendrey,  the 
defendant  had  a  full  option;  but  it  was  not  shewn  that  he 
expressly  adopted  the  party  as  his  attorney.  Here  all  the 
transaction  apparently  arose  out  of  an  application  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  Mr.  Spence.  If  the  defendant  had 
expressly  adopted  him,  the  case  would  have  fallen  within 
those  of  Bligh  v.  Brewer  and  Taylor  v.  NichoUs;  but  he 
does  not  appear  to  have  known  that  he  had  an  option  to 
select  an  attorney  on  his  behalf.  The  original  information 
came  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  it  did  not  com- 
municate that  the  defendant  had  the  right,  but  rather  im- 
plied that  the  plaintiffs  had.    This  statement  is  not  con- 
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tradicted^  and  therefore  I  cannot  but  presume  it  true.  Bxeh.  of  PteoM, 
Then,  if  the  defendant  merely  answered  Spencers  question  ^ 

in  the  a£Srmative,  under  the  impression  that  Prangley  had       Gripper 

Vm 

a  right  to  nominate,  how  can  it  be  said,  unless  the  act  of  Bristow. 
Parliament  is  to  mean  nothing,  that  Spence  was  an  attorney 
"  expressly  named  by  the  defendant,  and  attending  on  his 
behalf/'  when  he  is  originally  suggested  by  Prangley,  is 
expressly  named  by  him,  and  only  attests  by  the  mere  as- 
sent of  the  defendant.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
objection  is  well  founded,  and  that  this  warrant  of  attor- 
ney is  invalid. 

But  it  is  said  the  objection  has  been  waived.  In  the 
first  place,  the  warrant  of  attorney  being  without  validity, 
and  the  judgment  therefore  signed  without  authority,  it  is 
a  strange  thing  to  say  that  it  can  stand; — ^not  merely  by 
reason  of  an  ordinary  irregularity,  but  because  the  found- 
ation on  which  it  rests  is  wholly  without  validity.  With- 
out, however,  saying  positively  that  the  defect  may  not  be 
waived,  the  circumstances  do  not  justify  the  conclusion 
that  it  has  been  waived  in  the  present  instance.  The  rule 
must  therefore  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Pylie  V,  Stephen. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  breach  of  a  In  an  action  for 
warranty  of  soundness  of  a  horse.     The  declaration  was  in  warranty  of  a 
the  usual  form,  containing  a  general  allegation  that  the  ^^  ^J  „ 

horse  was  unsound.  order  the  plain- 

tiff to  give  par- 
ticulars of  the 

Ball,  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  ^puuMdoC 
why  the  plaintiff  should  give  particulars  of  the  unsound- 
ness, upon  an  a£Sdavit  stating  that  the  defendant  was  not 
aware  of  the  nature  of  the  unsoundness  complained  of. 
He  urged  that  particulars  were  as  necessary  for  the  infer- 
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Egeh.  of  PUoi,  mation  of  the  defendant,  in  snch  a  casCj  as  in  actions  k 

1840 

treaties  of  covenant. 

Per  Curiam. — ^We  cannot  grant  such  an  applicttioi 
It  wonld  be  very  nnfedr  to  the  plaintiff  to  confine  him  to 
particular  statement  of  the  caose  of  unsoundness.  Thoo^ 
it  may  be  dear  that  the  horse  is  not  sounds  there  may  I 
some  difficulty  in  saying  in  what  the  unsoundness  coi 
sisted.  Two  or  three  veterinary  surgeons  might  have  ha 
called  in,  who  might  all  agree  as  to  the  defect,  but  diff 
as  to  the  cause  of  it.  The  object  of  a  bill  of  particulan 
to  give  a  better  statement  of  the  cause  of  action ;  but  if  i 
granted  this  application,  it  might  in  effect  amount  to  a  sti 
of  proceedings. 

Rule  refused. 


Where,  in 
mnswer  to  a  rule 
for  judgment  as 
in  case  of  a 
nonsuit,  the 
plaintiff  depos- 
ed that  since 
action  brought 
he  had  been  m- 
formed  by  the 
defendant's 
neighbours,  and 
which  he  6e- 
lieved  to  be 
true,  that  the 
defendant  was 
insolvent : — 
Held,  that  this 
was  not  suffici- 
ent to  compel 
the  defendant 
to  accept  a  stet 
processus,  but 
that  the  defend- 
ant was  intitled 
to  a  peremptory 
undertaking. 


Symes  f;.  Amor. 

vJRAY  shewed  cause  why  a  rule  for  judgment  as  i 
case  of  a  nonsuit^  on  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff^  whic 
stated^  that  at  the  time  the  action  was  brought,  the  plsii 
tiff  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  defendant  was  in  goc 
and  solvent  circumstances :  but  that  he  had  lately  bee 
informed  by  the  defendant's  neighbours,  and  which  ii 
formation  he  believed  to  be  true,  that  the  defendant  w; 
in  insolvent  circumstances,  and  had  declared,  that  if  tl 
plaintiff  should  recover  judgment  against  him,  he  woul 
go  to  prison,  and  take  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtoi 
Act. — Under  these  circumstances,  the  defendant  ought  1 
be  compelled  to  accept  a  stet  processus. 

Best,  contra,  insisted,  that  as  the  plaintiff  spoke  only  t 
his  belief  from  hearsay  information  of  the  defendant's  ii 
solvency,  the  affidavit  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 
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stet  processus^  but  that  he  ought  to  give  a  peremptory  on-  s*ek.  tf  PUat, 
dertaking.  nJ[!JL^ 

Stmes 

AxDERsoN,  B. — I  think^  that  as  the  plamti£F  speaks  only         Amor. 
firojn  hearsay,  and  to  his  belief  he  has  not  entitled  himself 
to  a  stet  processus. 

Rule  discharged  on  a  peremptory  undertaking. 


The  Mayor,  Axdermen,  and  Burgesses  of  the  Borough 

of  Ludlow  t;.  Charlton,  Esq. 

V^OVENANT. — The  declaration  stated  a  demise  dated  the  A  municipal 
25th  day  of  March,  1820,  by  the  badliffs,  burgesses,  and  com-  ^7entwTnto"a 
monalty  of  the  borough  of  Ludlow,  of  certain  lands  called  the  ^^^^^^ct /<>  p»y 

^  ^  '  a  sum  of  money 

Foldgate  Farm,  to  the  defendant,  for  a  term  of  twenty-  outofthecor- 

one  years,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  £150,  and  a  covenant  by  the  the  making  of 

defendant  for  payment  of  such  rent.     Breach,  in  nonpay-  *^fhhrth«r*it»- 

ment  of  arrears  of  rent,  to  the  amount  of  875Z.  13».  bd.  «>»»?^»  «»<^ep' 

under  the  com- 

Pleas,  1st,  payment ;  2ndly,  a  set-off  for  £500,  agreed  mon  seal 
to  be  paid  by  the  corporation  to  the  defendant,  for  pulling 
down  and  altering  the  site  of  a  house  called  the  Charlton 
Arms,  in  the  town  of  Ludlow,  and  for  altering  a  roadway 
there,  and  also  for  work,  labour,  and  materials,  and  for 
money  lent;  Srdly,  a  special  plea,  stating  in  substance 
that  it  was  agreed  between  the  old  corporation  of  Ludlow 
(before  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76),  and  the 
defendant,  that  the  defendant  should  alter  the  situation  of 
the  Charlton  Arms,  and  should  be  paid  by  them  the  sum 
of  £500  for  making  such  alterations,  which  should  be  set 
against  the  rent  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the  corpo- 
ration ;  and  the  plea  then  went  on  to  aver,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  made  the  alterations  accordingly.  Replica- 
tions, taking  issue  on  each  of  the  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  Shrewsbury 
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4  PUmst  Summer  Assizes,  1839,  the  defendant  offered  in  evidence 
*®^'         the  following  resolution,  entered  in  the  corporation  boob 

If  ATOE  OP 

Ludlow 


Cba&ltom. 


at  a  meeting  of  the  old  corporation : — 


"  28th  of  October,  1835. 

''  Besolved— That  £500  be  paid  to  Mr.  Charlton,  to 
alter  the  Charlton  Arms  according  to  the  plan  produced 
by  Mr.  Atkins,  if  he  will  give  his  consent  to  the  alte^ 
ation. 

'*  Mr.  Charlton  then  addressed  the  meeting,  and  stated 
that  he  had  no  objection  to  the  Charlton  Arms  Inn  being 
altered  according  to  the  plan  produced,  and  on  receiving 
£50  to  alter  the  present  road  to  the  stables,  if  Mr.  Stead 
thought  that  such  simi  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  con- 
venient approach  to  the  stables. 

''The  thanks  of  the  meeting  were  then  given  to  Mr. 
Charlton,  for  the  readiness  he  has  shewn  to  accommodate 
the  public.^ 


f} 


The  plaintiff^s  counsel  objected  to  the  reading  of  tliis 
entiy,  on  the  ground  that  it  ought  to  have  been  stamped 
as  an  agreement.  The  learned  Judge  received  the  eri- 
dence,  subject  to  the  objection.  It  was  proved  also  that 
the  defendant  had  made  the  alterations  agreed  on,  at 
the  Charlton  Arms  and  in  the  road,  which  were  fimshed 
early  in  the  year  1836,  and  that  the  expense  of  them  ex- 
ceeded £500.  The  learned  Judge,  in  sunmiing  up, 
expressed  his  opinion  that  the  third  plea  was  not  proved, 
and  left  it  to  the  jury,  upon  the  second  issue,  to  say  whe- 
ther there  was  an  agreement  between  the  old  corporation 
and  the  defendant,  whereby  they  agreed  to  pay  the  defend- 
ant the  sum  of  £500  to  alter  the  Charlton  Arms,  and 
whether  the  defendant  had  performed  the  agreement  on 
his  part.  The  jury  found  these  questions  in  the  aflBrma- 
tive ;  and  the  learned  Judge  then  directed  a  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  £300,  (the  balance  of  rent  in 
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arrear^  after  deducting  payments  proved  by  the  defendant)^  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for    ^    ^  '  ^ 
him  on  the  second  issue,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion      Mayor  or 

Ludlow 

that  the  entry  in  the  corporation  book  did  not  require  a  v. 

stamp.  CHARLTON. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Talfourd,  Serjt.,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  accordingly;  against  which,  in  Easter  Term  last, 

Ludlow,  Serjt.,  {Whateley  with  him),  shewed  cause. — 
[The  argument  on  the  question  as  to  the  stamp  is  omitted, 
as  the  judgment  of  the  Court  turned  on  another  point.] 
Assuming  that  there  was  evidence  of  a  contract  between 
the  old  corporation  and  thcf  defendant,  it  was  invalid,  not 
being  under  the  corporation  seal.  Tt  is  clear  law,  accord- 
ing to  all  the  authorities,  that  a  corporation  cannot  bind 
itself  by  a  contract  which  is  to  have  the  effect  of  vesting 
or  devesting  corporation  property,  except  under  its  com- 
mon  seal.  1  Bla.  Comm.  475;  Com.  Dig.,  ''Franchise,'' 
(F)  12,  13,  14;  Bac.  Abr.  ''Corporation,"  (E)  3;  Wihnott 
v.  Coventry  (a).  It  is  laid  down,  indeed,  in  the  books,  that 
certain  small  insignificant  acts,  not  affecting  the  revenues 
of  the  corporation,  may  be  done  by  the  head  alone,  with- 
out  using  the  common  seal;  such  as  appointing  a  butler, 
cook,  or  bailiff:  Carey  v.  Matthews  {b),  Smith  v.  Birming^ 
Jiam  Gas  Light  Co,  (c).  The  only  other  exception  to  the 
general  rule  is  in  cases  where  the  legislature  has  invested 
particular  officers  of  trading  corporations  with  the  power  of 
drawing  bills  in  the  name  of  the  entire  body :  Slark  v. 
Highff  ate  Archway  Co.  {d),  Broughton  v.  Manchester  Water- 
works Co,  {e).  In  this  case,  the  contract  devests  a  consider- 
able interest  out  of  the  corporation.     [Parke,  B. — I  doubt 


(fl)  1  y.  &  C.  518. 

{h)  1  Salk.  191. 

(c)  1  Ad.  &  £.  526 ;  3  Nev.  & 


M.  771. 

{d)  5  Taunt.  792. 
(e)  3B.  &Adol.  1. 


VOL,  VI. 


Ill 


M.  W« 
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Matoe  ov 

LODLOW 
CtUfcLTOir. 


Etek.  of  PUtu,  whether  any  case  has  gone  so  fSur  as  to  shew  that  a  oorpo- 
^  ration  can  bind  itself  bj  such  a  contract  as  this^  not  nn* 

der  seal.  The  old  cases  permitted  it  as  to  certain  smsll 
things^  which  mnst  of  necessity  be  done  without  thst 
formality^  and  this  exception  has  been  extended  by  the 
modem  cases  to  things  which  the  corporation^  by  the  na- 
ture of  its  constitution^  must  do  to  carry  on  its  concerns: 
bnt  that  principle  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation ;  it  cannot  be  necessary  for  the  purposes 
o(  its  constitution,  that  it  should  part  with  so  mudi  of  its 
property.  The  cases  decided  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  (a)  have  broken  in  upon  the  old  law,  but  not  to  this 
extent.  The  American  law  has  entirely  abrogated  the 
old  doctrine  {b),  but  we  have  not.] — ^The  Court  then  cslled 
on 


Ta^fintrd,  Serjt.,  and  R.  V.  Richards,  to  support  the 
rule. — The  distinction  on  this  subject  is  between  con- 
tracts executed  and  executory.  A  corporation  cannot  be 
sued  on  an  executory  contract,  unless  it  were  entered  into 
by  an  instrument  executed  under  the  common  seal ;  but 
where  the  contract  has  been  sK^tually  executed,  and  the  cor- 
poration has  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the  consideration  for 
it,  an  implied  assumpsit  arises  against  them.  JEast  Lotubm 
Water  Works  Co.  v.  Bailey  (c) ;  Mayor  of  Stafford  v.  TiU  {d); 
Mayor  of  Carmarthen  v.  Lewis  (e) .  Suppose,  instead  of  agree- 
ing with  Mr.  Charlton,  the  corporation  had  contracted  by 
parol  with  a  road  contractor  who  did  the  work, — could  he 
not  have  sued  them  in  assumpsit  ?  In  the  case  last  cited, 
the  subject  of  the  action  was  tolls — ^things  incorporetli 
which  could  not  properly  be  let  at  all  without  deed ;  jet 
the  benefit  of  the  parol  demise  having  been  enjoyed  by  the 


(a)  Beverley  v.  Lincoln  Gas  Co., 
6  Ad.  &  E.  829 ;  Church  v.  Impe- 
rial Gas  Co.,  Id.  846. 

(b)  See  Story's  Commentaries  on 


the  Law  of  Agency,  pp.  45,  46. 
(c)  4  Bing.  283;  12  Moore,  533. 
(</)  4  Bing.  75. 
(e)  6  C.  &  P.  608. 
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defendant^  thej  wei^  held  to  be  recoyerable  in  assumpsit.  Ezdk,  of  PUat, 
The  law  on  this  subject  has  been  much  relaxed  since 
Blackstone's  work  was  written^  and  exceptions  have  been 
introduced  quite  beside  the  old  notion  of  small  insignifi- 
€«ait  matters^  which  must  be  done  in  haste.  Where  is  the 
line  to  be  drawn  between  important  and  unimportant 
ftcts  ?  is  it  to  vary  with  the  wealth  and  greatness  of  the 
i^rporation?  There  are^  indeed^  cases  where  trading  cor^^ 
porations  have  even  been  held  suable  on  executory  con« 
tracts:  Church  v.  Imperial  Gaa  Light  Company  (a).  [Al- 
derson,  B. — ^Those  are  cases  in  which  the  corporation  is 
called  into  existence  solely  for  the  purpose  of  trading. 
The  case  of  Taylor  v.  The  Dulwich  Hospital  {b)  is  an 
authority  against  the  general  proposition  you  contend 
for.  Is  not  this  a  contract  binding  the  corporation  to 
pay  money  out  of  their  revenues?]  So  would  every 
contract  of  every  kind.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiffs 
would  go  to  this,  that  in  no  case  could  repairs,  how- 
ever trifling,  be  done  for  a  corporation,  unless  the  order  or 
contract  were  under  seal.  The  solution  of  the  difficulty 
appears  to  be  contained  in  the  observation  of  Coleridge^  J., 
in  Owsrch  v.  Imperial  Gas  Light  Company  (c) :  ''  The  truth 
aeems  to  be,  that  the  rule  on  this  subject  has  been  re- 
laxed, in  consequence  of  the  necessity  produced  by  changes 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  times.  It  is  difficult  to  recon- 
cile all  the  decisions  with  strict  legal  principles.^'  Actions 
may  be  maintained  against  a  board  of  guardians.  [^Rol/e, 
B.— They  are  only  corporations  for  particular  purposes. 
The  cases  in  which  it  has  been  said  that  a  cook  or  butler 
need  not  be  appointed  under  the  common  seal,  rest  on  a 
fiction  that  some  individual  has  been  duly  authorized  to 
make  contracts  of  that  nature  on  behalf  of  the  corporation]. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


(a)  6  Ad.  8e  £.  846;  3  N.  &  ?• 


95. 


(b)  1  P.  Wms.  655. 

(c)  6  Ad.  &  £.  853. 


I  1  I  2 
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«. 

CRAmLTOM. 


In  this  term^  the  judgment  of  the  Conrt  was  delivered 


by 


RoLFE^  B. — ^The  principal  point  on  which  we  reserved 
onr  judgment  in  this  case^  was  as  to  the  right  of  the  d^ 
fendant  to  set  off  a  sum  of  monejr^  alleged  to  be  due  to  him 
firom  the  plaintiffs^  against  their  demand  for  rent  songiit 
to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  It  appeared  at  the  trial, 
that,  after  the  rent  in  question  had  become  due  firom  tk 
defendant  to  the  corporation,  a  resolution  was  entered  into 
at  a  corporate  meeting,  holden  soon  after  the  passing  of 
the  Municipal  Reform  Act,  whereby  it  was  resolved,  that 
a  sum  of  £500  should  be  paid  to  the  defendant,  in  consi- 
deration of  certain  improvements  to  be  made  by  him  in 
altering  the  Charlton  Arms  Inn.  To  this  resolution  the 
defendant,  who  was  present,  assented,  and  a  memorandum 
of  such  assent  was  duly  entered  in  the  books  of  the  corpor- 
ation. The  defendant  has  since  made  the  proposed  alter- 
ations, and  he  now  seeks  to  set  off  the  i£500  against  the 
sum  due  for  rent. 

Whether  the  resolution  of  the  corporation  required  a 
stamp  as  an  agreement,  or  as  evidence  of  it,  was  one  point 
reserved  by  my  Brother  Gumey,  and  discussed  at  the  bar. 
It  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  that  point ;  because  we 
are  of  opinion  that,  if  the  agreement  be  taken  to  have  been 
duly  proved,  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  make  such  a 
set-off;  and  we  come  to  this  conclusion  npon  grounds 
wholly  independent  of  any  considerations  arising  firom  the 
Municipal  Reform  Act.  The  alleged  contract  between  the 
corporation  and  the  defendant  is  not  founded  on  deed,  but 
rests  wholly  on  what  is  to  be  found  in  the  corporate  books; 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  such  a  contract  does  not  bind 
the  corporation. 

The  rule  of  law  on  this  subject,  as  laid  down  in  aU  the 
old  authorities,  is,  that  a  corporation  can  only  bind  itself  by 
deed.     See  Gomyns'  Digest,  tit.  "  Franchise/'  (F)  12, 13, 
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and  the  authorities  there  referred  to.  The  exceptions  Sxek.  of  PUat, 
pointed  out  rather  confirm  than  impeach  the  rule.  A  cor- 
poration^ it  is  said^  which  has  a  head^  may  give  a  personal 
command,  and  do  small  acts ;  as  it  may  retain  a  servant. 
It  may  authorize  another  to  drive  away  cattle  damage  fea- 
sant, or  make  a  distress,  or  the  like.  These  are  all  mat- 
to-s  so  constantly  recurring,  or  of  so  small  importance,  or 
so  little  admitting  of  delay,  that,  to  require  in  every  such 
case  the  previous  a£Sxing  of  the  seal,  would  be  greatly  to 
obstruct  the  every  day  ordinary  convenience  of  the  body 
corporate,  without  any  adequate  object.  In  such  matters, 
the  head  of  the  corporation  seems,  from  the  earliest  time, 
to  have  been  considered  as  delegated  by  the  rest  of  the 
members  to  act  for  them. 

In  modem  times  a  new  class  of  exceptions  has  arisen. 
Corporations  have  of  late  been  established,  sometimes  by 
Boyal  Charter,  more  frequently  by  act  of  Parliament, 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  trading  speculations ;  and 
where  the  nature  of  their  constitution  has  been  such  as  to 
render  the  drawing  of  bills,  or  the  constant  making  of  any 
particular  sort  of  contracts  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
the  corporation,  there  the  Courts  have  held  that  they  would 
imply  in  those  who  are,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Charter  or  act  of  Parliament,  carrying  on  the  corporation 
concerns,  an  authority  to  do  those  acts,  without  which  the 
corporation  could  not  subsist.  This  principle  will  fully 
warrant  the  recent  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench, 
in  Beverley  v.  Lincoln  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company(a). 

The  present  case,  however,  was  argued  at  the  bar,  as  if, 
by  the  decision  in  that  last  case,  the  old  rule  of  law  was  to 
be  considered  as  exploded,  and  as  if,  in  all  cases  of  executed 
contracts,  corporations  were  to  be  deemed  bound  in  the 
same  manner  as  individuals.  But  this  would  be  pressing 
the  decision  in  question  far  beyond  its  legitimate  conse- 
quences ;  and  that  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  had  no  such 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  £1. 829. 


Bit 
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Exeh,  ^  Ptiofr  meaning,  is  plain  from  the  subsequent  case  of  CKirrci  r. 

Imperial  Oas  Light  Company  (a).  Lord  Denman,  in  de^ 
livering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  that  case,  ssjt 
(p.  861,)  "  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  corporatioi 
contracts  under  its  common  seal :  as  a  general  rule,  it  ii 
onlj  in  that  way  that  a  corporation  can  express  its  wiD 
or  do  any  act.  That  general  rule,  howerer,  has,  firom  tin 
earliest  traceable  periods,  been  subject  to  exceptions,  tb 
decisions  as  to  which  furnish  the  principle  on  which  thq 
haye  been  estabUshed,  and  are  instances  iUasti^ting  its  ap 
plication,  but  are  not  to  be  taken  as  so  prescribing  in  tenn 
the  exact  limit  that  a  merely  circumstantial  diffio^ncs  is  ti 
exclude  from  the  exception.  This  principle  wppean  to  bi 
convenience,  amounting  almost  to  necessity.  Whererer  ti 
hold  the  rule  applicable  would  occasion  Fery  great  incon 
venience,  or  tend  to  defeat  the  very  object  for  which  du 
corporation  was  created,  the  exception  has  prevailed;  ham 
the  retainer  by  parol  of  an  inferior  servant,  the  doing  o 
acts  very  frequently  recurring,  or  too  insignificant  to  b 
worth  the  trouble  of  affixing  the  common  seal,  are  esta 
blished  exceptions :  on  the  same  principle  stands  the  powe 
of  accepting  bills  of  exchange,  and  issuing  promissory  notes 
by  companies  incorporated  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  witi 
the  rights  and  liabilities  consequent  thereon.^^ 

To  every  word  of  this  we  entirely  subscribe,  and,  a|^lj 
ing  the  language  of  Lord  Denman  to  the  present  case,  it  ii 
quite  clear  that  there  was  nothing  to  enable  the  corpor 
ation  of  Ludlow  to  contract  with  the  defendant  oth^wisi 
than  in  the  ordinary  mode,  under  the  corporate  seaL 

In  contracting  without  a  seal,  there  was  no  paramouni 
convenience  so  great  as  to  amount  almost  to  necessity.  T( 
have  required  a  seal  would  certainly  not  have  tended  to  de 
feat  the  object  for  which  the  corporation  was  formed,  nor  w« 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  one  either  of  frequenl 
ordinary  occurrence,  or  of  urgency  admitting  no  delay. 

(a)  6  Ad.  &  £1.  S46. 
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Before  dismissing  this  case^  we  feel  ourselyes  called  upon  s*ch,  ^  PUat, 


to  say,  that  the  rule  of  law  requiring  contracts  entered  into 
by  corporations  to  be  generally  entered  into  under  seal, 
and  not  by  parol,  appears  to  us  to  be  one  by  no  means  of  a 
merely  technical  nature,  or  which  it  would  be  at  all  safe  to 
relax,  except  in  cases  warranted  by  the  principles  to  which 
we  have  already  adverted.  The  seal  is  required,  as  authen- 
ticating the  concurrence  of  the  whole  body  corporate.  K 
the  legislature,  in  erecting  a  body  corporate,  invest  any 
member  of  it,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  wi.h  authority 
to  bind  the  whole  body  by  his  mere  signature,  or  otherwise, 
then,  undoubtedly,  the  adding  a  seal  would  be  matter 
purely  of  form,  and  not  of  substance.  Every  one  becoming 
a  member  of  such  a  corporation,  knows  that  he  is  liable  to 
be  bound  in  his  corporate  character,  by  such  an  act;  and 
persons  dealing  with  the  corporation  know,  that  by  such 

* 

an  act,  the  body  will  be  bound.  But  in  other  cases,  the 
seal  is  the  only  authentic  evidence  of  what  the  corpor- 
ation has  done,  or  agreed  to  do.  The  resolution  of  a 
meeting,  however  numerously  attended,  is,  after  all,  not 
the  act  of  the  whole  body.  Every  member  knows  he 
is  bound  by  what  is  done  under  the  corporate  seal,  and 
by  nothing  else.  It  is  a  great  mistake,  therefore,  to 
speak  of  the  necessity  for  a  seal,  as  a  relic  of  ignorant 
times.  It  is  no  such  thing :  either  a  seal,  or  some  sub" 
stitute  for  a  seal,  which  by  law  shall  be  taken  as  con- 
clusively evidencing  the  sense  of  the  whole  body  corpor- 
ate, is  a  necessity  inherent  in  the  very  nature  of  a  cor- 
poration; and  the  attempt  to  get  rid  of  the  old  doctrine,  by 
treating  as  valid  contracts  made  with  particular  members, 
and  which  do  not  come  within  the  exceptions  to  which  we 
have  adverted,  might  be  productive  of  great  inconvenience^ 
We  have  made  these  remarks,  in  consequence  of  the  very 
great  length  to  which  some  of  the  arguments  addressed  to 
us,  as  to  allowing  corporations  to  contract  otherwise  than 
under  seal,  would  go.    The  case,  however,  under  discuMion 
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Exeh,  nf  PUoi,  does  not  call  on  us  to  do  more  than  say^  that  none  of  the 

^     ^  '  ^  authorities  warrant  us  in  giving  eflfect  to  the  resolution  re- 

Mator  of  lied  on  by  the  defendant^  and  consequently  the  role  nisi  for 

Ludlow  .11  j.  1       t     ^  i 

0.  setting  aside  the  verdict  must  be  discharged. 
^«^*"^''-  Rule  discharged. 


The  plainU'ff, 
an  attorney, 
had  done  pro> 
fessional  busi- 
ness of  Tarious 
kinds  for  the 


Watjgh  V.  Cope.  . 

1  HIS  was  an  action  for  the  work  and  labour,  &c.,  of  tbe 
plaintiff  as  an  attorney,  and  on  an  account  stated.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  Ist,  non  assumpsit;  2ndly,  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  and  3rdly,  a  set-off:  on  which  issues  were 

defendant,  in  •  yv 

1827  andseve-  taken  and  joined.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
yiJfYn  Ju"y  »*  ^^^  Middlesex  sittings  after  Easter  Term,  1839,  it  was 
183?,  the  dc-      agreed  that  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  costs,  and 

tendant  having       °  ^  *  ^ 

been  a  witness  the  UabiUty  of  the  defendant,  should,  in  the  event  of  a  ver- 
quiry,  in  *^^  "  dict  being  fouud  for  the  plaintiff^  be  referred  to  the  Master; 
Uff  wM*«»^I^"  *^^  ^^®  ^^y  question  which  was  entered  into  at  Nisi  Prins 

cemed  as  soli- 
citor, the  plain- 
tifiT  wrote  to 
him  to  ask 
what  were  his 
expenses  on 
that  occasion. 

The  defendant,  before  the   Commencement   of  the   action;    beginning  in 

If)    y  ft  PI  IT      1*0  « 

quested'the        the  month  of  June,  1827,  and  the  two  last  items  being  as 

plaintiff  to 
allow  what  was 
usual,  and  place 
the  same  to  hie 
(the  defend- 
ant's) account. 
In  March, 
1833,  the  plain- 
tiff wrote  to 

the  defendant,  informing  him  that  the  sums  allowed  were  21.  2».  and  \0s.  Sd.^  iniclosing  re- 
ceipts for  those  sums  for  the  defendant's  signature,  and  concluding,  "  I  will  give  you  credit 
for  the  sums  in  my  account  against  you,  agreeably  to  your  note  of  the  21st  July  lasL"  The 
defendant  returned  the  receipts  signed  by  him,  and  the  2L  2s.  and  \0s.6d.  were  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  production  of  those  receipts.  In  1838,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  a 
bill  of  costs,  amounting  to  £289,  the  first  item  being  in  1827,  and  the  two  last  in  1930  and  1831. 
These  two  were  charges  for  £3  and  £5  cash  lent ;  the  rest  of  the  bill  was  for  professional  busi- 
ness. In  an  action  on  this  bill,  commenced  in  Jan.  1839 : — Heldf  that  the  letters  given  in  evi- 
dence did  not  suflBciently  shew  that  tbe  21.  2s,  and  \0s.  6d.  were  paid  in  part  discharge  of  the 
debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  LimitatioRs, 
as  to  any  part  of  the  demand. 


was,  whether  the  Statute  of  Limitations  appKed  to  the  whole 
or  any  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  bill  of  costs 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  amoimted  in  the  whole  to  the 
sum  of  £289,  and  all  the  items  were  dated  above  six  rears 


follows: — 

"25th  Sept.  1830 Cash  advanced,  £S. 

"  10th  March,  1831.      Attending  you  on  application  for 
loan  of  £5 Cash  advanced,  £0.^ 
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All  the  previous  items  were  charges  for  various  kinds  of  Etch,  of  PUat, 


professional  business  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defend- 
ant. It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1832,  an  inquiry  took 
place  as  to  the  lunacy  of  a  Miss  Bagster,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant was  a  witness:  and  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  so- 
licitor concerned  on  this  inqtdry,  having  written  to  him  to 
ask  him  what  his  expenses  on  that  occasion  were,  the  de- 
fendant  wrote  to  him,  in  answer,  a  letter  dated  21st 
July,  1832,  which  was  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  re- 
questing the  plaintiff  "  to  allow  what  was  usual,  and  place 
the  same  to  his  (the  defendant's)  account.'*  A  letter  was 
then  put  in,  &om  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  dated  13th 
March,  1833,  which  was  as  follows:  — 

''Dear  Sir :— The  allowance  for  your  coach-hire,  &c.,  in 
attending  at  Westminster  on  Miss  Bagster's  case,  is  two 
guineas,  for  which  I  send  a  receipt  for  your  signature,  and 
shall  be  obliged  by  its  immediate  return,  as  I  have  to  pro- 
duce it  before  the  Master  at  10  o'clock  on  Saturday  morn- 
ing. I  also  send  a  receipt  for  half-a-guinea,  the  sum  al- 
lowed for  the  like  purposes,  for  your  attendance  at  Doctor's 
Commons.  As  a  gentleman,  nothing  is  allowed  for  loss  of 
time.  /  wtUgive  you  credit  for  the  sums  in  my  account  against 
you,  agreeably  to  your  note  of  the  21st  of  July  last. 

Yours  truly,  Geo.  Waugh.'' 

In  the  defendant's  reply  to  this  letter,  which  was  also 
produced,  he  inclosed  the  receipts  signed  by  him,  and 
merely  stated,  that  he  hoped,  for  the  future,  something 
would  be  allowed  for  the  attendance  of  a  gentleman.  The 
receipts  were  put  in  and  read,  and  it  was  proved  that  the 
2/.  29.,  and  10^.  6(/.  were  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  further 
proved,  that  on  the  26th  January,  1838,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
plied to  the  defendant  for  £10  or  £20  on  account  of 
his  bill,  and  it  was  stated  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that 
shortly  afterwards  a  sum  of  £10  was  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant  himself,  in  his 


1840. 
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MmcH.  rf  Pka$,  particulars  of  set-off  delivered  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
^^^'  _.  claimed  as  having  been  paid  in  February,  1838*  It  beiDg 
alleged,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this 
was  a  miscopying  of  1888  instead  of  1830,  and  the  original 
particulars  of  set-off  having  been  referred  to  aa  shewing 
this  to  be  the  case,  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  also  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  make  an  interlocutory  report  to 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  whether  such  payment  of  iSlO  wu 
made  after  and  in  pursuance  of  the  plaintiff's  letter  of  Ja- 
nuary, 1838.  The  plaintiff's  bill  was  delivered  in  NoTem- 
ber,  1888,  and  this  action  was  commenced  on  the  7th  of 
January,  1839. 

A  verdict  was  then  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
claimed,  with  leave  for  the  defendant  to  move  (subject  to 
such  interlocutory  report  of  the  Master)  to  enter  a  non* 
suit;  which  failing,  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
amount  due,  were  also  to  be  referred  to  the  Master. 

On  the  7th  November,  1839,  the  Master  made  his  inter- 
locutory report  accordingly,  finding  that  there  was  not  any 
payment  of  the  £10  in  the  year  1838,  after  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  plaintiff's  letter.     And  thereupon 

Erie,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  entering 
a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  letters  and  payments 
proved  in  evidence  were  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations;  for  that  it  did  not  sufficiently 
appear  that  there  was  part*payment  of  a  larger  sum  admitted 
to  be  due;  and  he  cited  Williams  v.  GriffUhs  (a),  and  Waten 
V.  Ton^kins  (b).     In  Easter  Term, 

Kelly  {Ogle  with  him)  shewed  cause. — The  only  ques- 
tion now  is,  whether  the  payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
two  sums  of  2/.  2«.  and  10«.  Qd.,  in  the  month  of  March, 
1833,  was  sufficient  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations :   and  it  is  submitted  that 

(a)  2  C,  M.,  &  R.,  45.  (h)  Id.  733. 
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it  clearlj  was.  Those  sums  were  paid  under  the  express  di-  Btrek.  rf  Pleas, 
rection  of  the  defendant^  and  with  his  consent  placed  to  his  ^  *   ^ 

account  in  the  plaintiff^s  books.  There  had  been,  for  some  Wauoh 
yearsi  to  the  defendant's  knowledge,  an  account  against  cofb. 
him  in  the  plaintiff's  books;  and  although  the  precise 
amount  of  it  was  not  then  known  to  him,  that  can  make 
tio  difference.  The  first  letter  of  the  defendant,  although 
it  was  before  the  six  years,  is  important,  as  shewing  his 
authority,  under  which,  within  the  six  years,  the  pay- 
ments were  made.  If  the  plaintiff  could  then  have  as^ 
sessed  the  defendant's  charges  for  his  attendance  as  a  wit^ 
ness,  that  letter  was  a  direct  authority  to  the  plaintiff  to 
place  the  sum  so  assessed  and  allowed  to  the  defendant's 
accoimt.  Then,  when  the  charges  were  assessed  and  al- 
lowed, and  the  defendant  was  informed  thereof,  in  March, 
1833,  he  does  not  revoke  his  former  direction  to  place  the 
amount  to  his  account,  but  acquiesces  in  the  plaintiff's 
having  done  so.  The  transaction  is  the  same  as  if  there  had 
been  direct  payment  of  the  money  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  part  discharge  of  his  bill.  The  defendant  might 
have  deducted  these  sums  under  a  plea  of  payment.  It  is 
not  pretended  that  there  was  more  than  one  account  exist- 
ing between  the  parties,  and  this  was  clear  evidence  of  pay- 
ment on  account  of  the  only  demand  the  plaintiff  coidd 
have  on  the  defendant. 

Erie  and  Montagtie  Smith,  contra. — [Parke,  B. — Is  it 
not  rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law,  viz.,  what  ac- 
count the  defendant  believed  to  be  referred  to  in  the  plain- 
tiff's letter  of  the  13th  March,  1833?  The  transaction  is 
equivalent  to  payment  of  2/.  I2s.  6d,  on  some  account;  on 
what  account  is  a  question  of  fact.  In  order  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute,  the  defendant  must  have  believed 
himself  to  be  paying  on  account  of  some  larger  demand, 
which  he  admitted  to  be  due.]  There  was  no  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  of  a  part-payment  to  satisfy  the  statute. 


828  CASKS    IN   THE   SXCHBQVEB^ 

B*dL  9f  Pleas,  yiz.^  a  payment  in  part  of  a  greater  amonnt  thereby  admitted 

to  be  due.  It  appears  that  there  were  two  demands — erne 
for  the  business  done,  and  the  other  for  money  lent  -,  can  it 
be  said  there  was  evidence  to  take  either  out  of  the  statute, 
and  which?  The  cases  shew,  that  in  order  to  hare  that 
effect,  it  must  appear,  first,  that  the  payment  was  made  on 
accoimt  of  a  debt;  next,  that  it  was  made  on  acconnt  oOke 
particular  debt  in  dispute ;  and,  lastly,  that  it  was  made  as 
part-payment  of  a  greater  debt.  JlppUs  v.  Heane  (a),  Wil- 
Hams  Y.  Griffiths,  Waters  v.  Tompkins,  Routledge  y.  Bam- 
say  (&).  The  defendant's  words  are  only  ^^  place  the  sums  to 
my  account/'  It  does  not  at  all  follow  jfrom  these  wards 
on  which  side  the  balance  was,  still  less  that  it  was  the  ba- 
lance sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  [Parke,  B., 
referred  to  Mills  v.  Fowkes  (c).  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— If 
it  were  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  a  lai^er  de- 
mand was  due,  would  not  the  letters  be  evidence  that  it 
was  not  all  paid?]  Perhaps  so;  but  the  burthen  of  proof 
is  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  affirmatively  such  a  payment  as 
is  necessary  to  satisfy  the  statute.  If  the  words  used  in 
the  letters  are  equally  consistent  with  the  account  being 
in  favour  of  the  defendant,  that  is  not  sufficient.  The 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  give  evidence  of  words  written  by, 
or  acts  of,  the  defendant,  from  which  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  debt  is  legitimately  to  be  inferred.  If  this  be  held  a 
sufficient  proof  of  payment  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
statute,  the  effect  is,  that  if  there  be  one  debt  twenty 
years  old,  and  several  others  of  a  different  nature  also 
beyond  the  six  years,  one  recent  small  payment,  not  ap- 
plied to  any  one  of  them  in  particular,  will  have  the  effect 
of  reviving  the  whole. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

(a)  1  C,  M.,  &  R.,  252,  (b)  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  221  ;  3  N.  &  P.  319. 

(f )  5  Bing.  N.  C.  455 ;  7  Scott,  444. 
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Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B.     [After  stating  the  facts  of  the  Exeh.  4  PUat, 


case,  he  continued:] — The  question  is,  whether  there  was 
in  this  case  a  sufficient  payment  on  account  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Since  Lord  Tenierden's  act,  after  the  six  years  have  elapsed, 
nothing  will  revive  the  debt,  except  an  acknowledgment  in 
writing,  from  which  a  promise  to  pay  can  be  inferred,  or  a 
part-payment  of  principal  or  interest.  Now  there  have  been 
several  cases  in  which  it  has  been  considered,  after  much 
discussion,  and  adopted  by  all  the  Courts,  that  the  payment 
must  appear,  either  by  the  declarations  or  acts  of  the  party 
making  it,  or  by  the  appropriation  of  the  party  in  whose 
favour  it  is  made,  to  be  made  in  par^-payment  of  the  debt 
in  question :  if  it  stands  ambiguous  whether  it  be  part  pay- 
ment of  an  existing  debt,  or  payment  generaUy,  without  the 
admission  of  any  greater  debt  as  due  to  the  party;— if  it 
may  have  been  made  by  the  party  paying  in  reduction  of 
an  account  due  to  himself,  or  intended  to  satisfy  the  whole 
of  the  demand  against  him,  then  it  is  not  sufficient  to  bar 
the  Statute  of  Limitations.  And  we  think  it  does  not  sa- 
tisfactorily appear,  from  the  letters  given  in  evidence  in  this 
case,  that  the  defendant  admitted  that  there  was  any  ex- 
isting account  against  him,  more  than  the  sum  he  was  pay- 
ing :  all  that  he  admits  is,  that  the  money,  when  received, 
is  to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  the  account  which  the 
plaintiff  had  against  him;  but  there  is  no  distinct  admis- 
sion  that  that  was  an  existing  debt  of  which  that  was  a 
payment  in  part.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  case  falls 
within  the  principles  of  the  decisions  in  this  Court,  and 
also  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  that  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on 
the  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 


1840. 
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Biteh,  of  PUaif 
1840. 

MEtCALFE  V.   FoWLEft. 

In  an  action  by  AsSUMPSIT.  The  declaration  stated,  th^,  by  titida 
purcbaser  of  agreement  made  the  16th  February^  18^,  between  thi 

dor'of  anlntate'  clefendant  and  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  in  oonsideratioi 
tbe  declaration    gf  £2115  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  timeani 

suted  articles  '^  . 

of  agreement  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  did  thereby  (amongii 

defendant  and  Other  things)  agree  with  the  plaintiff  that  he  the  defendant 

Jlbe?iby  ^h^i  or  his  heirs,  should  or  would,  on  or  before  the  25M  dt^  % 

defendant,  in  MoTch  then  ncxt  eusuing,  together  with  all  proper  anc 

consideration  of  .  n  i       «.  n  , 

£2115,  agreed  necessary  parties.  Well  and  effectually  convey,  surrender 

on\r  before  tbe  '^^  assure  uuto  and  to  the  nse  of  the  plaintiff  and  hii 

March^uexf  l^^irs,  or  unto  such  other  person  or  persona  as  he  or  thq 

well  and  effec-  should  appoint,  with  a  good  title,  and  free  from  all  incum 

tually  convey       -  i  •  i     ^         .      a 

tbe  estate  to  tbe  brances  Whatsoever,  (except  as  therein  and  hereintne 
wiVb  a  good'  mentioned)  a  certain  estate,  lands,  and  premises  of  the  sak 
^5*f '  *"*  ^***^    defendant,  lying  in  Kirton,  in  the  county  of  lincohi,  ii 

plaintiff  agreed,  -^    .^      o  ^        ^  ^  7 

tbat,  on  tbe  said  the  said  agreement  particularly  specified,  t(^ether  with  tb 

March,  on  bav-  appurteuances  thereto  belonging,  subject  to  the  footway  (M 

▼eyance  hT'  footways  over  the  same,  as  in  the  said  agreement  in  thai 

would  pay  tbe  behalf  mentioned :  and  the  plaintiff  did  thereby,  for  himself 

defendant  the  ,  .  '  '^         .    .  . 

purchase-  his  h^rs,  cxccutors,  and  administrators,  agree  with  thi 

that  in  case  defendant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  amongst  other  things,  ii 

Ibouid'^norbe  D^a^i^^er  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs 

completed  on  exccutors,  or  administrators,  should  or  would,  on  ike  ^tk 

the  said  25ib  ' 

day  of  March,     day  qf  March  then  next,  on  having  such  conveyance,  surrei^ 

the  plaintiff  was 

to  pay  interest    der,  and  dssurances  dtdy  nuide  and  executed  to  him  as  afore- 

chase-money        *^*^>    ^^^   ^^^    ^'^^   P^^   ^^    CauSC   tO    be    paid    UntO  tfc€ 

before  it  was 
completed. 

Breach,  that,  although  the  plaintiff  was  always,  from  tbe  making  of  tbe  agreenent  mmiilmmdmpm 
the  said  25ih  day  of  March^  ready  and  willing  to  accept  a  conveyance,  and  to  pay  tbe  purchtse- 
money,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice  &c.,  yet  tbe  defendant  did  not,  on  the  day  and  year  isst 
aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever,  make  a  good  title  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  estate,  nor  hsd 
be  at  any  time  any  such  title,  &c.;  alleging  damage  by  expenses  incurred  in  investigating  the  title, 
and  loss  of  interest  on  the  purchase-money  while  lying  at  a  banker's  : — Heldy  tbat  upon  this  de- 
claration tbe  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  any  expenses  or  loss  of  interest  subsequent  to  tbe 
25tb  of  March. 


TBINITT   TERM^  3  VICT.  881 

defendant,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  the  said  Am**  4  ^u^% 
sum  of  £2115,  in  full  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  said  s^]f^ 
estate  and  premises ;  and  it  was  mutually  agreed  between 
the  said  parties  thereto,  that  the  expenses  of  making  out 
the  title  to  the  said  estate  and  premises,  and  of  a  covenant 
for  the  production  of  the  original  title-deeds,  if  required, 
should  be  paid  by  the  defendant  and  his  heirs ;  and  that 
the  expenses  of  the  conveyance  and  surrender  of  the  estate 
and  premises  to  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  should  be 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  heirs :  and  it  was  further  mu- 
tually agreed  between  the  said  parties  thereto,  that  in  com 
the  purchase  of  the  said  estate  should  not  be  compkted  on  the 
said  25th  day  of  March  then  next,  then  and  in  such  case 
the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  interest  on  the  said  purchase- 
money,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  per  annum, 
from  that  time  until  the  said  purchase  shoidd  be  com- 
pleted. The  declaration  then  (after  setting  forth  other 
stipulations,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state,  and  averring 
mutual  promises)  alleged  as  a  breach,  that,  although  the 
plaintiff  was  always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
agreement  until  and  upon  the  said  25M  day  qf  March,  ready 
and  willing  to  accept  from  the  defendant,  and  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  plaintiff,  a  good  and  proper  conveyance,  &c.^ 
of  the  said  premises,  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  to  pay  him  the  said  purchase-money  or  sum  of 
d£2115,  as  in  the  agreement  also  mentioned,  and  in  aU 
things  to  perform  the  said  agreement  on  his  the  plaintiff's 
part,  whereof  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  had  notice;  and  the  plaintiff  then 
requested  the  defendant  to  deduce  and  make,  or  cause  to 
be  made,  to  the  plaintiff  a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the 
said  tenements  (except  as  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned), 
enabling  the  defendant  to  convey  and  assure  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff;  yet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever, 
deduce  or  make  or  cause  to  be  made  to  the  plaintiff  a  good 
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E*eh.  </  FUatt  and  sufficient  title  to  the  said  tenements,  8e;c.  ;  and  tiie 
.  ^^'  .  defendant  further  deceived  the  plaintiff  in  this,  to  wit,  that 
Metcalfe  he  had  not,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  or  at  uy 
Fowler.  other  time  since  the  making  of  his  said  promise,  any  sod 
title  as  aforesaid;  hy  reason  of  which  said  several  premiaa 
the  plaintiff  not  only  lost  and  was  deprived  of  all  the  bei» 
fits  and  advantages  which  might  and  would  otherwise  Inn 
arisen  and  accrued  to  him  from  the  said  completion  of  & 
said  purchase,  &c.,  but  was  put  to  great  chaises  and  ex- 
penses, amoimting  in  the  whole  to,  &c.,  in  and  about  tin 
negotiating  and  agreeing  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  tene- 
ments, as  aforesaid,  and  in  and  about  the  investigating  th 
title  to  the  same,  &c.,  &c. ;  and  also  thereby  the  plaintif 
lost  and  was  deprived  of  the  interest  and  profit  which  h 
might  and  otherwise  would  have  made  and  acquired  froo 
using  and  employing  the  said  sum  of  d£2115,  provided  and 
kept  by  him  for  the  completion  of  the  said  purchaK 
amounting  to  &c.,  and  the  plaintiff  hath  been  and  ii 
otherwise  injured. — ^There  was  also  a  count  on  an  acoocml 
stated. 

Pleas — 1st,  non-assumpsit ;  2ndly,  as  to  the  first  count 
of  the  declaration,  payment  into  Court  of  j£20,  and  no  da- 
mages ultra. — Replication  thereto,  damages  ultra. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Ahinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  al 
Guildhall  after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  re- 
cover a  sum  of  71/.  4*.  9d.;  viz.,  for  the  expenses  of  investi- 
gating the  title,  38/.0«.4£f.,  and  for  loss  of  interest  on  mone; 
paid  in  to  a  banker's  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  par- 
chase  of  the  property  in  question,  (which  consisted  of  free- 
hold and  copyhold  lands,  of  borough  English  tenure,  at  Kir- 
ton  in  Lindsey,  in  Lincolnshire),  33/.  4$.  5J.  It  appearedi 
however,  that  the  expenses  of  investigating  the  title,  incurred 
up  to  the  25th  March,  1838,  the  day  on  which  the  purchase 
was,  according  to  the  contract,  to  have  been  completed,  did 
not  amount  to  £20,  the  sum  paid  into  Court;  but  much  ne- 
gotiation took  place  between  the  parties  after  that  period, 
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and  it  was  not  until  the  12tli  January^  1839^  that  the  plains-  Exeh.  rf  PUas^ 
tiff  served  the  defendant  with  a  notice  of  his  abandonment     s_f^2l-^ 
of  the  contract^  on  the  ground  of  defects  in  the  title.  It  was      Mbtcalfb 
objected  for  the  defendant^  that  upon  the  declaration  as       Fowlis. 
framed,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  da- 
mages accruing  after  the  25th  March,  the  material  day  spe- 
cified in  the  written  contract  for  the  completion  of  the  title, 
the  groimd  of  action  being  its  non-completion  on  that  day, 
and  the  subsequent  expenses  and  loss  of  interest  not  being 
a  consequence  of  that  default.    The  Lord  Chief  Baron  re- 
served the  point,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  £41;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

In  Easter  Term,  R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ac- 
-cordingly,  citing  Flureau  v.  ThomMU{a),  and  Sherry  v, 
Oke  {b) :  against  which 

Bayley  (with  whom  was  Kelly)  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  on  this  declaration, 
the  expenses  of  investigating  the  title,  and  also  the  loss 
of  interest  which  accrued  between  the  25th  March  and 
the  day  when  the  contract  was  ultimately  broken  off. 
The  declaration  contains  a  sufficient  averment  of  the 
non-performance  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant,  sui- 
^equenUy  to  the  25th  March.  It  is  averred,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his  contract  on 
the  25th  March;  but  that  the  defendant  did  not,  on  that 
day  or  at  any  other  time  whatsoever^  deduce  a  good 
title  to  the  premises ;  and  that  he  had  not,  on  that  day  or 
at  any  other  time  since  the  making  of  his  promise,  any 
auch  title.  [Alderson,  B. — The  words  "  at  any  other  time 
whatsoever,^^  must  be  taken  to  mean  at  any  other  time  be^ 
fore  the  day  appointed  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase.] 

(a)  2  W.  BL  1078.  {h)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  349. 

VOL.  VI,  HL  K  K  ]C«  W, 
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Egeh.  rf  Pleat,  Time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  tlie  contract;  and  it  wm  i 
^^  _  •  .  question  for  the  jury  to  determine^  on  all  the  circumstance 
of  the  case^  whether  the  parties  did  not  treat  it  as  on 
which  was  to  be  completed  subsequently  to  the  day  origiii 
ally  limited^  and  whether  all  the  subsequent  negotiatioi] 
did  not  take  place  with  the  assent  of  the  defendant— H 
cited  Morton  y.  Lamb  (a). 

22.  V.  Bichards  and  Gurdon,  in  support  of  the  rule,  wer 
not  called  upon :  and 

Fkr  Curiam. — ^The  objection  made  on  the  part  of  tl 
defendant  is^  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  arerred  in  hi 
declaration  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  complete  tl 
purchase  qfter  the  25th  March,  cannot  recover  in  respet 
of  the  expenses  of  investigating  the  title^  or  the  loss  of  ii 
terest  which  accrued  subsequently  to  that  day;  and  i 
think  the  objection  must  prevaiL  Time  is  clearly  of  the  e 
sence  of  such  a  contract ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  sought  di 
mages  for  loss  incurred  subsequently  to  the  period  limite 
by  the  contract  for  the  completion  of  the  purchase^  I 
ought  to  have  framed  his  declaration  accordingly.  He  wi 
under  no  necessity  of  keeping  his  money  at  the  bankar 
after  the  25th  March.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  to  enU 
a  nonsuit. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  T.  R.  125. 
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•  R»eh.  of  PUtUt 
1840. 

Poole  v.  Hill. 

Covenant. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  articles  A  decianUon 
of  agreement,  dated  the  11th  October,  1839,  made  be-  Ihe^Indor^-^ 
tween  the  defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  f^^^^^ll"^' 
the  other  part,  [profert] ,  after  reciting  that  the  defendant,  chaser  of  lands, 

for  non  pay- 

on  the  19th  day  of  April,  1838,  entered  into  four  several  ment  of  the 
contracts  or  agreements  with  Mr.  T.  W.  Jones,  as  agent  5ey\"ordS'ng 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  other  owners  of  the  ^°  ^^J  contract, 

^  need  not  aver 

hereditaments  thereinafter  described,  for  the  purchase  of  that  the  piain- 

,       „.        ,  ,-     .-,.  -  tiff  offered  or 

a  messuage  or  dwelling-house,  outbuildings,  gardens,  or-  tendered  a  con- 
chard,  and  premises,  with  nine  several  fields,  closes,  pieces  defendant-  it  u 
or  parcels  of  land  or  ground  thereunto  belonging,  in  the  sufficient  to  ai- 
said  mdenture  more  particularly  described,  lying  and  be-  plaintiff  haa 
ing  in  Hough,  in  the  parish  of  Wybunbury  in  the  county  readVandwiu 
of  Chester,  and  which  were  then  in  the  several  holdings  '"'^  *®  execute 

"a  conveyance : 

or  occupations  of  the  plaintiff,  T.  Hassall,  George  Glover,  inasmuch  as,  in 
and  Anne  Steele, their  respective  assigns  or  under  tenants,  an  express  sti- 
for  the  several  prices  or  sums  of  £800,  £510,  £260,  and  ^i*^,'tt  u* 
£350,  making  together  the  sum  of  £1920,  exclusive  of  '^y*^^*^^®^^*** 
the  timber  trees,  and  saplings  of  the  value  of  2s.  6d.  and  prepare  the 
upwards,  growing  on  the  said  lands;  and  that  all  the  ob-  And  tender  it  to 
jections  to  the  title  of  the  said  purchased  messuage,  lands,  execution'  ^^' 
and  premises,  (except  the  want  of  a  conveyance  from  Miss      ^y  articles  of 

'^  ^  ^  "  ,  a^eement,  re- 

Anne  Maria  Hopkins,  of  the  legal  estate  affecting  one  citing  that  the 

..«.,  ,  -.  "ij  J  •  "I'l.    defendant  had 

moiety  of  the  said  messauge,  land,  and  premises,  which  contracted  with 
was  outstanding  in  her  as  the  infant  heiress  at  law  of  the  o?  thV^*aintiff 
party  in  whom  such  legal  estate  was  last  vested),  having  *nd  the  other 

f,  _  ,1.1,11.1  1  -,        owners  of  the 

been  cleared  up  and  obviated,  the  defendant  was  then  de-  property,  for  the 
sirous,  and  had  proposed  and  agreed  to  complete  his  said  J^"",  therein-  * 
purchase  and  contracts,  and  to  accept  a  conveyance  of  the  ^^^^T^f*  ^^^ 
said  purchased  premises  from  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  tenanted  with 

theplainuff,and 
the  several  other 
parties  beneficially  interested,  to  perform  such  contract  by  paying  the  purchase -money  on 
a  certain  day,  &c. : — Held,  that  this  covenant  was  several,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  sue  alone 
for  the  non-payment  of  hb  share  of  the  purchase- money,  without  ji^ning  the  other  parties 
beneficially  interested. 

K  K  K  2 
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Eseh.  rf  pims,  parties  beneficially  interested  therein,  without  requiring 
}^2^  *^®  ^^^^  ^*  ^'  Hopkins  to  join  in  such  conveyance,  or  to 
execute  any  separate  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  so  out- 
standing in  her  as  such  infant  heiress  at  law  as  aforesaid, 
provided  he  was  allowed  till  the  1st  day  of  January  then 
next  for  that  purpose,  which  arrangement  the  plaintiff 
had  acceded  to,  as  she  did  admit  and  acknowledge  by  be- 
ing made  a  party  to  and  executing  the  said  articles  of 
agreement :  it  was  by  the  said  articles  of  agreement  wit- 
nessed, that,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  as 
also  for  putting  an  end  to  all  further  disputes  touching  ike 
title  to  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  or  the  ful- 
filment and  performance  of  the  contracts  or  agreements  so 
entered  into  by  the  defendant,  for  the  purchase  of  the  said 
premises  as  thereinbefore  was  mentioned,  he  the  defendant 
did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  admin- 
istrators, covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
plaintifi^,  her  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and  also 
to  and  with  the  several  other  parties  beneficially  interested 
in  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises,  their  respective 
heirs,  &c.  in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say,  that  he  the 
defendant,  his  executors  and  administrators,  should  and 
would,  on  or  before  the  said  Ist  day  of  January,  1840, 
fulfil  and  perform  the  said  several  purchase-contracts  or 
agreements  so  by  him  entered  into  as  aforesaid,  by  paying 
the  purchase-monies  thereby  agreed  by  him  to  be  paid  for 
the  said  messuage,  lands,  and  premises  to  the  plaintiff  and 
the  several  other  parties  beneficially  interested  therein  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  accepting  a  conveyance  of  the  said  pur- 
chased premises  from  such  parties,  without  requiring  the 
said  A.  M.  Hopkins  to  join  therein,  or  to  execute  any  se- 
parate conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  so  outstanding  in  her 
as  such  infant  heiress  at  law  as  aforesaid,  anything  contain- 
ed in  the  said  purchase-contracts  or  agreements  to  the  con- 
trary thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding ;  as  by  the  said 
agreements  will  more  fully  appear.   And  the  plaintiff  saitb, 
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that  the  purchase-monies  by  the  said  several  purchase-   Exeh,  of  pieat, 
contracts  or  agreements  agreed  by  the  defendant  to  be         1840. 
paid  for  the  said  messuage^  lands^  and  premises  to  the         Pools 
plaintiff  and  the  said^  other  parties  beneficially  interested         hiIul. 
therein  as  aforesaid^  were  and  are  the  said  several  sums  of 
£800,  £510,  £260,  and  £350,  making  together  the  said 
sum  of  £1920,  &c.,  &c. ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  hath 
performed  and  fulfilled  all  things  in  the  said  articles  of 
agreement  contained  on  her  part  to  be  performed  and  ful- 
filled, and   although  she   and  the  several  other  parties 
beneficially  interested  in  the  said  messuage,  lands,  and 
premises,  have  always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
said  articles  of  agreement,  been  ready  and  willing  to  execute 
and  make  the  defendant  a  conveyance  of  the  said  purchased 
premises,  so  to  be  executed  and  made  as  aforesaid,  and 
although  the  said  Ist  day  of  January,  1840,  the  time  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  purchase-monies,  had  elapsed 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,   nevertheless  the 
plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  that  the  defendant  hath  not  yet 
hitherto  paid  the  said  purchase-monies  so  by  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  beneficially  interested 
in  the  said  messuages,  lands,  and  premises,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  and  the  said  purchase-monies  remain  wholly  due 
and  unpaid. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. — The  points  stated  in  the 
margin  of  the  demurrer  were  as  follow : — ^The  defendant 
intends  to  argue  that  the  action  should  have  been  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  and  other  persons  interested,  the  covenant 
being  joint  and  not  several ;  and  that  the  declaration  is 
bad  in  not  averring  that  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  per- 
sons mentioned,  conveyed  or  executed  any  conveyance,  or 
tendered  any  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  such  convey- 
ance being  a  condition  precedent,  or  a  concurrent  act  to 
be  done  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  other  persons ;  and 
that  the  said  supposed  covenant  is  void  in  law,  the  other 
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Etek,  of  Pleat,  persons  not  being  named^  nor  bonnd  by  any  covenant  to 

C5onvey. 

Whitekurst,  in  support  of  the  demnrrer. — First,  the  de- 
claration is  bad,  for  not  stating  a  conyeyance,  or  an  offer  to 
execute  one.  There  is  nothing  in  the  declaration  to  shev 
that  the  purchaser  was  bound  to  prepare  the  oonTeyance; 
but  even  assuming  that  the  defendant  was  the  party  to  do 
so,  the  plaintiff  should  have  averred  that  she  vras  ready  and 
willing,  and  offered  to  execute  it.  It  never  could  be  the 
intent  of  the  agreement,  that  the  defendant  should  pay 
before  having  a  conveyance.  Where  mutual  covenants  go 
to  the  whole  consideration,  they  are  mutual  conditioDs, 
and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  respect  of  any  breach, 
unless  he  proves  performance  on  his  part.  Com.  Dig.  ^'Co- 
venant,''  (A.  2),  (D.  1) :  Pordage  v.  Cole  {a) .  It  is  clear  there 
is  an  implied  covenant  by  the  vendor  to  convey.  If  it  be 
held  to  be  sufficient  to  state  merely  that  the  vendor  is 
ready  and  wiUing  to  convey,  the  purchaser  may  be  saddled 
with  an  action,  although  he  may  be  ever  so  desirous  to 
complete  the  purchase.  The  declaration  must  state  all 
that  is  necessary  to  the  due  performance  of  the  covenant; 
and  the  plaintiff  was  bound  at  least  to  have  shewn  that 
she  made  an  offer  or  tender  of  a  conveyance.  The  allega- 
tion of  readiness  and  willingness  does  not  imply  any  step 
taken  on  her  part.  In  Com.  Dig.  "Covenant,''  (A.  2),  it  is 
said — "  Where  something  is  covenanted  or  agreed  to  be 
performed  by  each  of  two  parties  at  the  same  time,  he 
who  was  ready  and  offered  to  perform  his  part,  but  was  dis- 
charged by  the  other,  may  maintain  an  action  against  the 
other  for  not  performing  his  part.''  In  Peeiers  v.  Opie  (b), 
which  was  an  action  upon  a  covenant  that  the  plaintiff 
should  do  certain  work  for  the  defendant,  for  which  the 
defendant  was  to  pay  him  £8,  the  declaration  contained  an 

(a)  I  Saund.  320  b.  (6)  2  Saund.  346. 
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averment^  that  the  plaintiff  "  always  from  the  time  of  Bteh.  tf  Pktm, 
making  the  agreement  hitherto,  was  ready,  and  offered  to  "*^* 
perform  the  said  agreement  in  all  things  on  his  part  to  be 
performed/^  In  Goodison  v.  Nunn  (a),  which  was  debt 
on  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to  sell  the  defendant  an 
estate  for  a  certain  price  before  a  day  named,  in  consider- 
ation whereof  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  that  snm  on 
that  day,  and  in  failure  thereof  to  pay  £21 ;  it  was  held 
that  these  were  dependent  covenants,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  recover  the  £2\  without  proving  that  he  had 
executed  or  tendered  a  conveyance.  Olazebrook  v.  Wood" 
row  (i),  and  Jones  v.  Barkley  (c),  are  authorities  to  the 
same  effect. — The  Court  then  called  on 

Crompton  to  support  the  declaration. — It  was  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  a  tender  of  the  conveyance.  No  doubt,  where 
the  party  suing  is,  by  the  agreement,  to  do  some  concur^ 
rent  act,  the  performance  of  it  must  be  averred  in  the  de- 
claration; but  that  rule  cannot  be  applicable  to  a  case  Uke 
the  present  where  the  initiative  is  to  be  done  by  the  other 
party.  The  purchaser  is  always  the  party  to  prepare  the 
conveyance,  unless  it  be  otherwise  expressed  in  the  con* 
tract.  Boater  v.  Lewis  {d) ;  he,  therefore,  and  not  the  ven- 
dor, is  the  party  who  is  bound  to  tender  the  conveyance 
for  execution.  Sugd.  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  (6th  edit.) 
222.  The  averment,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready 
and  willing  to  ewecute  the  conveyance,  is  quite  sufficient.  In 
Price  V.  Williams  (e),  where,  in  an  agreement  for  a  lease, 
it  was  stipulated  that  the  lease  should  be  drawn,  prepared, 
and  executed  by  and  between  the  parties,  if  required  by 
either  of  them,  at  the  sole  expense  of  the  lessor,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  lessee  to  tender  a  lease 


(a)  4  T.  R.  761.  (d)  Forrest,  61. 

(b)  8  Id.  366.  («)  1  M.  &  W.  6. 

(c)  2  Dougl.  684. 
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jCveA.  rf  PUas,  for  execution  by  the  lessor.    It  is  sufficient  that  the  plam- 
^^^*   ^    tiff  is  ready  and  willing  to  execute  the  conveyance,  when 
the  defendant,  whose  duty  it  is  to  prepare  it,  puts  him  m 
a  situation  to  do  so. 

WhUehwratf  in  reply  .^ — ^This  is  a  covenant  very  peculiar 
in  its  terms.  The  defendant  does  not  know  who  the  coH' 
veying  parties  are  to  be ;  the  contract  appeaars  to  have  been 
entered  into  by  Jones,  as  the  agent  for  all  the  parties  bene- 
ficially interested,  whoever  th^  might  be.  But  even  if  it 
were  the  defendant's  duty  to  prepare  the  conveyance,  non 
constat  that  it  was  not  jMrepared;  the  objection  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  shewn  that  she  had  offered  to  execute 
it.  Here  the  concurrent  acts  are,  payment  by  the  purchaser, 
and  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  by  the  vendor.  Whether 
the  defendant  could  have  brought  an  action  for  the  non- 
completion  of  the  contract,  without  averring  a  tender  of 
the  convejrance,  is  a  different  question.  The  cases  of 
Goodisson  v.  Nunn  and  Glazebrook  v.  JVoodrow  clearly  de- 
cide, that  a  conveyance  must  be  either  made  or  tendered 
by  the  vendor,  before  he  can  sue  for  the  purchase-money. 
He  cited  also  PhilMps  v.  Fielding  (a),  and  Ferry  v.  ffU- 
Kams  (b).  There  is  another  objection — ^that  the  other  per- 
sons beneficially  interested  are  in  law  parties  to  the  cove- 
nant, and  ought  to  have  been  joined  as  plaintiffs.  Although 
they  have  not  sealed  the  deed,  they  have  made  themselves 
parties  to  it  by  adopting  the  benefit  of  it.  A  covenant  mar 
be  made  with  persons  who  are  not  parties  to  the  deed. 
This  covenant  is  jcmit,  and  therefore  all  should  have  joined 
in  the  action :  Slinffsby's  case  {c). 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^The  interest  of  these  parties  is 
clearly  several,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  supporting  the 

(a)  2  H.  BL  123.  (b)  8  Taunt  62.  (c)  5  Rep.  19. 


TRINITY   TERMj   3   VICT.  841 

demurrer  as  to  their  nonjoinder.     On  the  other  point  we  Exeh,  of  PUatt 

will  take  time  to  consider.  -   ^^^^'  - 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  poole 


A  few  days  afterwards^  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B.  [Having  stated  the  declaration^  his 
Lordship  continued :] — ^We  were  at  first  disposed  to  think 
that  the  averment  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  tvilling 
to  convey  was  insufficient;  but  after  hearing  the  point  dis- 
cussed by  Mr.  Crompton,  we  are  satisfied  that  it  was  not  ne- 
cessary to  aver  more  than  this.  On  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
lands^  unless  it  be  expressly  stipulated  otherwise^  the  con- 
veyance is  to  be  at  the  expense  of  and  to  be  prepared  by 
the  purchaser.  Here  it  was  for  the  purchaser  to  make  out 
the  conveyance  in  the  usual  course ;  that  being  done^  his 
agreement  is  on  a  given  day  to  pay  the  purchase-money^ 
and  the  plaintiff^s  to  execute  the  conveyance  and  complete 
the  title.  The  defendant  could  not  have  maintained  an 
action  for  the  non-completion  of  the  purchase^  without 
averring  that  he  had  tendered  a  conveyance.  He  was  to 
perform  the  initiative,  before  the  plaintiff  could  be  called 
upon  to  offer  a  conveyance,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  execute  a  conveyance  until  the  defendant  had 
prepared  and  tendered  it  for  execution.  The  declaration 
is  therefore  good,  and  the  judgment  will  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

END  OF  TRINITY  TERM. 


V. 

Hill. 


[The  cases  determined  at  the  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term 
will  be  found  in  the  next  volume.] 
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PRINCIPAL     MATTERS. 


AMENDMENT. 
See  Process,  1. 

At  Nisi  Prius. 

An  amendment  of  the  Nisi  Prius  re- 
cord, under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s. 
23,  must  be  made  during  the  trial  and 
before  verdict,  and  the  judge  cannot 
give  the  party  power  to  amend  on  a  fu- 
ture day. 

Where  the  original  declaration  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  became  and  was  tenant 
to  the  defendant,  of  a  messuage,  on 
terms  contained  in  articles  of  agree- 
ment between  them,  whereby  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  grant  the  plaintiff  a 
future  lease  for  21  years,  containing 
certain  covenants:  and  averred  that 
the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  accept  such 
lease,  and  that,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  &c.,  the  defendant  promised 
the  plaintiff  that  he  should  hold  and 
enjoy  the  premises  for  the  term,  with- 
out any  let,  hindrance,  &c.,  from  the 
defendant,  or  any  person  claiming 
through  him;  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
mained and  continued  such  tenant  as 
aforesaid  until  &c.,  and  paid  a  quarter's 
rent;  but  that  the  plaintiff  broke  his 
promise  in  this,  that  one  R.  had  a  law- 
liil  title  to  the  premises  under  a  pre- 


vious lease,  granted  by  the  defendant 
and  others,  and  ejected  the  plaintiff, 
&c. :  to  which  declaration  there  were 
pleas  of  non  assumpsit,  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  become  tenant  modo 
et  formd: — Held,  that  the  amendment 
of  the  declaration,  by  such  alterations 
and  insertions  as  were  necessary  in 
order  to  treat  the  agreement,  not  as  an 
actual  demise,  but  merely  as  an  agree- 
ment  for  a  future  lease,  and  making 
the  breach  to  consist,  not  in  the  plain- 
tiff's not  holding  or  enjoying  without 
eviction,  but  in  the  defendant's  having 
no  title  to  grant  a  lease,  was  not  within 
the  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  2d» 
inasmuch  as  it  introduced  an  entirely 
new  contract  and  new  breach.  Bra» 
shier  V.  Jackson,  549 

ARBITRATION. 
See  Award. 

ARREST. 

Under  1  <J  2  Vict.  c.  110,  *.  8. 

A  judge  at  chambers,  by  consent  of 
the  parties  in  a  cause,  ordered,  that  on 
payment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  the 
costs  down,  and  the  debt  in  six  months. 
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all  furlher  proceedings  in  the  cause 
should  be  stayed.  The  defendanl 
paid  the  costs  down  in  pursuance  of 
the  order; — Held,  that  the  pkintiff 
could  not,  within  the  six  months,  ob' 
tain  an  order  to  arrest  the  defendant, 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  3. 
Ball  V.  Stanley,  396 

ATTORNEY. 
(1).  Admission. 
A  person  admitted  and  practising  as 
an  attorney  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  at  Lancaster,  previously  to  the 
lule  of  Easter  Term,  6  Will.  4,  is  not 
entitled  to  be  admilled  in  the  superior 
Courts  at  WestminEler,  without  being 
examined  and  giving  the  usual  notices, 
&c.     £*  parte  BkuMursl,  093 

(2).  Certificate. 

An  attorney  may  recover  bis  fees 
for  baainesB  done  between  the  ISth 
of  November  and  the  first  day  of 
Hilary  Term,  allhMigh,  when  the 
businew  was  done,  be  had  not  entered 
bis  certificate  pursuant  to  the  stat.  37 
Geo.  3,  c.  90,  s.  27. 

To  an  action  for  work  and  labour 
as  an  attorney,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that  although,  during  the  time  when 
the  work  «as  done,  the  plaintiff  was 
an  attorney  duly  adiultted  and  enrolled, 
be  had  not,  during  any  part  of  that 
time,  obtained  or  entered  the  certi- 
ficate required  by  law,  authorizing  liim 
to  practise  as  an  ailorney  during  any 
part  of  the  said  time,  pursuant  to  the 
statute;  and  the  plaintiO'  during  all 
that  time  wrongfully  and  wilfully  ne- 
glected to  take  out  and  obtain,  and  was 
without  such  certificate,  and  never  had 
obtained  or  entered  the  same: — Held, 
that  this  plea  was  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, for  duplicity. 

Semble,  that  it  was  also  bad  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  for  describing  the  certi- 
ficate, not  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  1 
but  by  words  involving  its  legal  oper- 
ation and  effect,  Eyre  v.  ShtUey,  269 


AWARD. 

(3).  Taxation  of  Bitt. 
After  action  brought  upon  an  aItor< 
ney's  hill  containing  any  taxable  item, 
the  Court  will  refer  it  to  taiatiaD, 
withotit  reijuiriog  from  the  ilefendaot 
an  undertaking  to  pay  the  amount 
found  on  taxation  to  be  due,  or  im- 
posing any  other  terms  apon  hiu. 
ffiltiama  v.  Griffith,  32 

(4).  Privileged  Commttnieatiott  to. 

Where  an  attorney  sued  for  work 
and  labour,  in  issuing  an  eitcution 
against  C,  and  the  defence  was  tbsl 
he  was  employed  by  B.  and  not  by  the 
defendant: — Held,  that  tbe  plainiifi 
agent,  an  attorney,  might  be  asked 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  said,  dd 
introducing  B.  to  him,  that  he  the 
plaintiff  had  been  employed  by  B.  to 
issue  execution  against  C. :  and  thai 
this  was  not  a  privileged  commuDict- 
tion.     Giliard  t.  Bates,  547 

AWARD. 

(1).  PnhlkaUoKof. 

Where  an  order  of  reference  re- 
quired that  the  arbitrator  shou]d  txair 
and  pablish  his  award  in  writing,  readj 
to  be  delivered  to  the  parlies,  or  such 
of  them  as  should  require  the  same,  on 
or  before  a  certain  day : — Held,  thsi 
the  award  was  "  published"  and  "  resdj 
to  be  delivered,"  within  the  mesniug 
of  the  order,  when  it  was  executed  bj 
the  arbitrator  in  the  presence  of  anJ 
allested  by  witnesses :  and  that  it  could 
not  he  set  asidp,  although  the  plaintiff 
died  on  the  following  day,  and  befote 
he  had  notice  that  the  award  was  ready. 
Brooie  v.  MitcheU,  473 

(2).  Arbxtratot't  Authority  as  to  CosU. 

II  matters  in  difference  on  the  re- 
cord in  a  cause  were  referred  to  arbi- 

m,  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  of 
(he  reference  and  the  award,  to  be  in 
ihe  discretion  of  the  arbitrator.  The 
arbitrator    awarded    that    the    action 
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should  cease,  and  no  further  proceed- 
ings he  taken  therein;  that  the  defend- 
ant should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  £50 
towards  the  costs  of  the  cause  and  re- 
ference; that  the  plaintiff  should  pay 
his  own  and  the  defendant's  costs  of 
the  cause  and  reference,  the  said  costs 
to  be  taxed  as  between  attorney  and 
client;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay 
the  arbitrator  £25  for  his  fees  &c. : — 
Held,  that  this  award  was  not  uncer- 
tain or  inconsistent ;  but  that  the  arbi- 
trator had  exceeded  his  authority  in 
awarding  costs  as  between  attorney  and 
client;  and  that  the  order  as  to  costs 
was  so  connected  with  the  rest  of  the 
award,  that  it  could  not  be  rejected  as 
surplusage.     Seccombe  v.  Babb,    129 

(3).  Distributing  Issues. 

A  declaration  in  assumpsit  contained 
a  count  in  the  sum  of  £200,  for  horse 
keep,  and  work  and  labour;  and  ano- 
ther count  in  the  like  sum  upon  an  ac- 
count stated.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
as  to  all  except  £150,  non  assumpsit, 
and  as  to  that  sum  payment.  The 
cause  was  referred  to  arbitration^  and 
the  arbitrator  awarded,  as  to  the  first 
issue,  that  the  verdict  should  be  en- 
tered for  the  plaintiff;  and  as  to  the 
second  issue,  so  far  as  it  related  to 
£150,  he  directed  a  verdict  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant,  and  as  to  the 
residue  of  that  issue,  for  the  plain- 
tiff; and  he  assessed  the  damages  at 
141.  As.  9d.9  that  being  the  balance 
which  he  adjudged  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiff: — Held,  that  the  arbitrator 
was  not  bound  to  find  the  first  issue 
distributively,  so  as  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff  as  far  as  related  to  14/.  4s.  9d., 
and  for  the  defendant  as  to  the  residue. 
Bird  V.  Penrice,  754 

BANKERS. 

Liability  of. 

A.  having  received  a  sum  of  money 
bequeathed  by  will  to  his  wife,  gave  it 


to  her  to  take  care  of.  The  wife,  with- 
out his  knowledge,  deposited  it  in  a 
bank,  in  the  name  of  her  son  by  a  for- 
mer marriage,  who  was  then  an  infant, 
and  took  from  the  bankers  an  account- 
able receipt  in  her  son*s  name,  bearing 
interest : — Held,  that  the  bankers  were 
liable  to  A.  for  the  amount  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  CaUand 
v.  Loyd,  26 

BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Witness,  I.  1. 

(1).  Determination  of  Covenants  by. 

The  defendant,  by  indenture,  de- 
mised to  E.  &  W.  a  fulling  mill,  for 
fourteen  years.  The  lease,  after  re-, 
citing  that  the  machinery  had  been 
valued  at  a  certain  sum,  contained 
covenants,  that  at  the  end  or  other 
sooner  determination  of  the  term,  the 
machinery  should  be  again  valued  by 
two  indifferent  persons  chosen  by  the 
lessees  and  the  lessor,  and  that  if  such 
second  valuation  should  amount  to  less 
than  the  first,  the  difference  should  be 
paid  by  the  lessees  to  the  lessor;  but 
if  it  should  be  greater,  the  surplus 
should  be  paid  by  the  lessor  to  the  les- 
sees. During  the  existence  of  the 
lease,  the  lessees  became  bankrupt, 
and  their  assignees  declined  to  take 
the  lease:  but  they  required  the  de- 
fendant to  appoint  a  person  to  value 
the  machinery,  and  on  his  refusal  to  do 
so,  appointed  one  themselves,  who  va- 
lued the  machinery  then  in  the  mill 
(roost  of  which  had  been  brought  in  by 
the  bankrupts)  at  a  sum  exceeding  the 
original  valuation.  The  assignees  then 
delivered  possession  of  the  premises  to 
the  defendant,  and  demanded  of  him 
the  difference  between  the  two  valua- 
tions, which  he  refused  to  pay: — Held, 
that  the  assignees  (having  demanded 
the  machinery)  were  entitled  to  recover 
it  in  trover,  and  that  their  remedy  was 
not  by  an  action  on  the  covenants, 
which  had  been   determined  by   the 
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bankruptcy,  and  by  tbeir  refoaal  to  take 
to  the  lease.  Fairbum  v.  Eastwood, 

679 

(2).  Retrospective  Operation  of,  2 
^  3  Vict.  c.  29. 

1.  An  act  of  bankruptcy  having 
been  committed  on  the  6th  of  July,  1 839, 
a  bon&  fide  execution  was  issued  on 
the  8th,  under  which  the  goods  of  the 
bankrupt  were  levied.  On  the  19th 
of  July  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  was 
passed,  and  on  the  24th  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy issued,  under  which  the  plain- 
tiffs were  chosen  assignees: — Held, 
that  the  execution  was  protected  by 
the  statute.    Edmonds  v.  Lawley,  285 

2.  The  sUt.  2  &  3  Vict,  c.  29,  has 
a  retrospective  operation,  so  as  to  pro- 
tect the  sheriff  from  liability  in  respect 
of  a  bond  fide  execution  levied  on  the 
goods  of  a  bankrupt,  without  notice  of 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  where  the  sei- 
zure and  sale  took  place,  and  the  fiat 
issued,  before  the  passing  of  the  act, 
but  the  assignees  were  not  appointed 
until  afterwards.  Nehtrop  v.  Scaris- 
brick,  684 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

See  Pleading,  II.  10,  V.  2;  Wit- 
ness, I.  2. 

(1).  Notice  of  Dishonour, 

The  following  letter  was  held  to  be 
a  good  notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of 
exchange: — "6,  Bernard  Street,  Rus- 
sell Square.— Mr.  G.— The  bill  of  ex- 
change for  £250,  drawn  by  S. R.  on  and 
accepted  by  C.  S.,  and  bearing  your 
indorsement,  has  been  presented  for 
payment  to  the  acceptor  thereof,  and 
returned  dishonoured,  and  now  lies 
over-due  and  unpaid  with  me  as  above, 
of  which  I  hereby  give  you  notice.'' 
Lewis  V.  Gompertz,  399 

(2).  Pleadings  in  Actions  on. 

In  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the 


first  count  alleged  that  the  defendant 
made  the  note,  payable  on  a  certaia 
day,  that  he  delivered  the  note  to  the 
payee,  and  promised  to  pay  the  smie 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  there- 
of; that  default  was  made  in  payment 
of  the  note  when  it  became  due,  where- 
by the  defendant  became  liable  to  pty 
the  amount.  The  second  count  was 
upon  an  account  stated,  and  alleged 
that  on  &c.  (a  day  long  anbaequent  to 
the  note  becoming  due)  the  defend- 
ant became  and  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  &c.,  on  an  account  then 
stated  between  them ;  and  the  defend- 
ant afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pty 
him  the  said  several  sums  of  money  on 
request: — Held,  that  this  was  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  new  rules,  and  that  the  plea 
of  non  assumpsit  was  inadmissible. 
Donaldson  v.  Thompson,  316 

BOND. 

How  far  recoverable  on  by  Trustee. 

An  officer  of  the  Palace  Court  en- 
tered into  a  bond,  with  sureties,  to  the 
knight  marshal  of  that  Court,  condi- 
tioned for  the  due  performance  of  the 
duties  of  his  office  ;  and  (inter  alia) 
that  he  should  take  sufficient  bail 
from  all  defendants  arrested,  and  shoald 
obey  the  lawful  orders  of  the  Court. 
Having  taken  insufficient  bail  from  a 
defendant  arrested  in  an  action  in  that 
Court,  an  order  was  made  requiring 
him  to  pay  the  amount  of  debt  and 
costs  in  the  action,  which  he  dis- 
obeyed:— Held,  that  the  knight-mar- 
shal was  entitled,  as  a  trustee  for  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action,  to  recover,  in  an 
action  on  the  bond,  the  full  amount  of 
the  debt  and  costs.     Lamb  v.  Tice, 
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Refore  the  passing  of  the  staL  51 
Geo.  3,  c.  151,  the  incumbent  or 
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nister  of  the  parish  of  St.  Marylebone, 
(which  was  a  lay  rectory),  hy  himself 
or  his  curates^  performed  the  duty  on 
all  burials  in  the  parish,  and  received 
the  surplice  fees  thereon,  as  part  of  the 
profits  of  the  living.  By  that  act,  the 
vestry  of  the  parish  were  empowered 
to  provide  an  additional  cemetery  for 
the  parish,  and  erect  a  chapel  thereon; 
and  by  sect.  41,  the  lay  rector  was 
empowered  to  appoint  a  burying  mi- 
nister j  to  officiate  in  burying  the  dead 
in  the  said  cemetery ;  a  reader  to  per- 
form divine  service,  and  preach  in  the 
chapel,  and  (if  it  should  seem  right 
to  the  vestry)  another  minister  to  be 
preacher  in  the  chapel;  such  reader 
and  preacher  to  receive  for  their  sala- 
ries such  sums  as  the  vestry  should 
appoint.  By  sect.  89,  nothing  therein 
contained  was  to  lessen  or  alter  the 
title  of  the  lay  rector,  or  the  person  for 
the  time  being  entitled  to  the  rectory 
and  advowson,  to  the  ecclesiastical 
dues,  oblations,  and  obventions  belong- 
ing thereto.  By  a  subsequent  act,  1 
&  2  Geo.  4,  c.  21,  (for  effectuating 
the  building  of  four  district  churches 
within  the  parish),  it  was  enacted  that 
the  parish  should  remain  and  be  one 
entire  and  undivided  parish  for  all  ec- 
clesiastical and  civil  purposes  :  and 
the  plaintiff  was  subsequently  ap- 
pointed rector  of  the  parish.  By  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  124,  (whereby  the  four 
districts  were  made  district  rectories 
for  certain  purposes),  the  district  rec- 
tors were  empowered  (sect.  6)  to  so- 
lemnize marriages  and  baptisms,  and 
take  away  all  fees  for  the  same ;  but 
(by  sect.  9)  nothing  therein  contained 
was  to  alter  or  affect  the  law  respecting 
burials  or  burial  fees  with  the  parish. 

In  1824,  W.  was  presented  by  the 
Crown  (in  whose  hands  the  lay  rec- 
tory then  was)  to  the  chapel  built  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  51  Geo.  3,  c. 
151,  and  thenceforth  performed  all  the 
burials  there,  and  received  the  burial 
fees,  which  he  paid  over  to  the  plain- 


tiff*, the  rector,  until  the  year  1839; 
when  the  defendant,  by  direction  of  the 
vestry,  received  and  retained  them:— 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  amount  of  such  fees,  in 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received. 
Spry  V.  Emperor^  639 

CAPIAS. 

See  P&ocESs,  (2). 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

See  Shipping,  1. 

COGNOVIT. 

Given  by  Defendant  in  Estecuiion, 

A  cognovit  given  by  a  defendant 
who  is  in  custody  in  execution  on  a 
judgment,  for  the  debt  and  costs  in 
that  action,  in  consideration  of  his 
discharge,  is  valid,  if  a  writ  have  been 
sued  out  to  support  it :  and  it  lies  upon 
the  party  impeaching  its  validity  to 
shew  that  no  writ  has  been  sued  out. 
Shanley  v.  Colwell,  543 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  SEWERS. 

A  parish,  consisting  of  two  districts, 
had  immemorially  been  assessed  to 
the  repairs  of  a  sea  bank  (which  waa 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  lands 
from  the  sea  in  both  districts),  by  one 
assessment,  collected  by  one  dyke- 
reeve.  The  commissioners  of  sewers, 
wit?u}ut  any  presentment  of  a  jury, 
appointed  two  dyke-reeves,  one  for 
each  district,  and  made  a  rate  on  one 
district  exclusively  for  the  repairs  of 
the  sea  bank: — Held,  that  the  rate  was 
void  for  want  of  a  presentment,  and 
that  the  commissioners  were  without 
jurisdiction,  and  were  liable  in  trespass 
for  the  taking  of  the  plaintiff's  cattle 
under  a  distress  warrant  issued  by 
them  for  arrears  of  such  rate.  Win'^ 
gate  v.  Watte,  739 
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COSTS. 


COMMITMENT. 
See  Master  and  Servant,  2. 

CORPORATION. 

A  municipal  corporation  cannot  en- 
ter into  a  contract  to  pay  a  sum  of 
money  out  of  the  corporate  funds  for 
the  making  of  improvements  within 
the  borough,  except  under  the  common 
seal.  Mayor  S^c,  of  Ludlow  v.  Charl- 
ton, 815 

COSTS. 

(1).  Security  for. 

An  application  to  compel  the  plain- 
tiff to  give  security  for  costs,  on  the 
ground  of  his  residing  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Courty  may  be  made 
after  an  order  has  been  obtained  for 
time  to  plead  on  the  usual  terms. 

But  die  Court  will  not  grant  such 
an  application,  where  the  plaintiff, 
thovgh  a  foreigner  and  usually  resi- 
dent abroad,  is  at  the  time  actually  in 
this  country. 

Semble,  that  the  affidavit  to  ground 
such  an  application  is  sufficient,  if  it 
states  that  the  deponent  believes  the 
plaintiff  resides  abroad.  Dowling  v. 
Harmafif  131 

(2).  Of  making  Judge's  Order  Rule  of 

Court. 

Upon  a  Judge's  order,  discharging  a 
summons  with  costs,  the  costs  were 
taxed  and  demanded,  and  not  being 
paid  or  tendered,  the  order  was  made 
a  rule  of  Court.  The  costs  of  making 
it  a  rule  of  Court  were  also  taxed,  and 
both  sums  were  separately  demanded. 
The  party  tendered  the  former  amount, 
but  refused  payment  of  the  latter: — 
Heldj  that  he  was  not  liable  to  an  at- 
tachment, the  costs  of  making  the  or- 
der a  rule  of  Court  not  being  costs 
within  the  meaning  of  the  order  and 
rule.  [See  the  resolution  of  the  Judges, 
f,  602].    Regina  v.  Gameson^      603 


(3>  Certificaie  under  4S  EUz.  e.  6. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  assault  and 
battery,  the  plaintiff  recovered  less  than 
405.  damages,  and  the  Judge,  at  the 
trial,  intimated  his  intention  of  certify- 
ing to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs, 
under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  but  after  four 
days  the  plaintiff  obtained  the  record 
from  the  associate,  no  certificate  being 
indorsed  on  it,  and  signed  judgment, 
and  the  Master,  on  production  of  the 
record,  taxed  the  plaintiff  his  costs: 
the  Court  confirmed  an  order  of  the 
Judge,  for  producing  the  record  before 
him,  in  order  to  indorse  the  certificate 
upon  it,  and  for  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment and  taxation.    Davis  v.  Cole,  624 

(4).  Notice  of  Taxation. 

A  notice  to  attend  taxation  at  West- 
minster, during  term,  is  sufficient. 
Blake  V.  Warren,  151 

(5).  In  the  Cause,  what  are. 

In  a  cause  in  which  the  venue  was 
laid  in  Middlesex,  the  Court,  on  the 
30th  of  January,  made  absolute  a  rule 
for  changing  the  venue,  obtained  by 
the  defendant,  '*  on  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  application,  and  of  all 
costs  reasonably  and  bona  fide  incurred 
and  rendered  useless  by  that  rule." 
The  plaintiff's  witnesses  were  at  that 
time  on  their  way  from  Wales  to  Lon- 
don, the  sittings  commencing  on  the 
ist  of  February.  The  defendant  drew 
up  the  rule  and  served  it  on  the  plain- 
tiff, and  served  notice  of  taxation  for 
the  1st  of  February.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  withdrew  the  record, and  sent 
back  her  witnesses  into  the  country. 
On  the  8th  of  February  the  costs  were 
taxed  under  the  rule  at  209/.  lis.;  on 
the  11  th  defendant  gave  notice  that  he 
abandoned  the  rule,  and  the  Court 
held  that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  the 
rule  being  only  conditional.  The  cause 
was  tried  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Trinity  Term,  and  a  verdict 
found  for  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that 


DEED. 

209i,  Hi.  were  not,  under  the  circom- 
Biaiices,  costs  in  the  cause.  Pugh  v, 
KerT,  17 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS. 
See  MuNicii-AL  Cohvohation  Act. 

COVENANT. 

See  Bankbuptcy,  Ij  Lease,  2, 
iVhen  CoDtnanior  eniitkd  lo  Notice. 

The  declatfllion  alatei),  that,  by  in- 
denture, llie  dDleiiiiant  covenanted  that 
he  wouhl,  at  any  lime  or  times  thcie- 
alter,  appear  at  an  office  or  offices  for 
the  insurance  of  lives  within  London, 
Di  the  bills  of  mortality,  and  ausBer 
Euch  questions  as  might  bo  asked  re- 
Bpectiug  his  age,  &c.,  in  order  to  en- 
able the  plaintiff  to  insure  his  life,  and 
would  not  afterwards  do  or  permit  to 
be  done  any  act  whereby  such  insur- 
ance sbouM  be  avoided  or  prejudiced. 
It  then  alleged,  that  the  defendant,  in 
part  performance  of  his  covenant,  did, 
at  the  plaintiff's  request,  appear  at  the 
office  of  the  Rock  Life  Insurance 
Company,  and  did  answer  certain 
questions  asked  of  him ;  and  that 
the  plainiitr  insured  llie  defendant's 
life   with  that   Company,  by   a  policy 


containing  i 


,  th.i 


if  the  de. 


feudant  went  beyond  the  limits  of  Eu 
rope,  the  policy  should  be  nnll  am 
void  :  —  Breach,  that  the  defendant 
went  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe, 
to  wit,  to  the  province  of  Canada,  ii 
North  America : — Held,  on  special  de- 
mvTWT,  that  the  declaration 
for  not  averring  that  the  defendaot 
had  notice  that  the  policy  wu  eff«ct«L 
Fyie  V.  Wakefield,  441 

NANT  FOR  QUIBV  Blf- 
JOYMENT.  ' 
.KB  Ti 


DEMURRAGE. 
See  Smippisg,  1. 

DISTRESS. 
For  Tolls— Poand  Breach. 
Case. — Tlie  first  count  of  the  de- 
,.jration  alleged,  that  the  pUiotids 
were  proprietors  of  the  Parrett  Kari- 
gation  under  certain  acts  of  ParliamCDt, 
bich  empowered  them  lo  receive  eer- 
tin  tolls,  and  in  case  of  refiiMl  or  ne- 
glect of  payment,  lo  sei«e  and  distnio 
the  goods  in  respect  of  which  inch  lolU 
ought  to  have  been  paid,  and  theharge 
laden  therewith,  or  any  Other  gwdf 
belonging  to  tlie  owners  of  such  firs- 
mentioned  goods,  or  to  the  pema 
from  whom  such  tolls  should  bt  cat. 
being  on  the  said  navigation  «  air* 
part  thereof,  or  any  premuM  dissr 
beluiiging,  and  to  detain  the  aaar  wci 
payment  of  the  tolls.  It  uux  i^afsi 
tliat  a  certain  sura  WiS  dae  «■£  n  ■!- 
rear  to  the  plaintifii  aj  aai  Jie  nla 
payable  to  them  aaia  li*  ■>£  n:^ 
for  the  transit  and  co3«JM«  *  w- 
tain  goods  in  a  certain  'u^n,  3it9  Sr 
vigated  and  coadooei  a?  a«  iti*^ 
ants,  I.  T.  and  J.  H-,  «P**V*^ 
navigation;  and  aTirrei  * '^^^f_J^ 
the  lolls  from  u 
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barge,  the  said  barge  and  coals  then 
being  on  the  said  navigation,  as  a  dis- 
tress for  certain  tolls  then  in  arrear 
for  the  conveyance  of  certain  goods 
upon  the  said  navigation,  and  had  de- 
tained and  impounded  the  said  barge 
and  coals,  with  intent  to  appraise  and 
sell  the  same,  according  to  the  form 
and  effect  of  the  said  statutes,  where- 
upon the  defendants  on  &c,  broke  the 
said  pound,  and  rescued  the  barge  and 
coals,  whereby  &c, : — Held,  that  this 
count  was  good,  because  the  goods  be- 
ing alleged  to  have  been  impounded^ 
they  were  then  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  and  the  defendants  had  no  right 
to  retake  them,  and  in  so  doing  were 
wrong-doers.  The  Proprietors  of  the 
Parrett  Navigation  Company  v.  Jacob 
Stower,  564 

DISTRINGAS. 

See  Process,  (3). 

DOMICILE. 
See  Legacy  Duty,  2. 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Feery. 

Right  of  Pasturage. 
Stockbroker. 

(1).  Entry  against  Interest. 

By  a  promissory  note,  E.  H.,  W.  D., 
and  J.  H.,  jointly  and  severally  pro- 
mised to  pay  to  J.  E.  £300,  with  in- 
terest. W.  D.  having  afterwards  paid 
J.  E.  £280,  on  account  of  the  note, 
J.  E.  made  the  following  indorsement 
upon  it: — "Received  of  W.  D.  the 
sum  of  £280,  on  account  of  the  within 
note,  the  £300  having  been  originally 
advanced  to  E,  H"  In  an  action 
brought  by  W.  D.,  who  had  paid  the 
whole  amount  due,  against  J.  H.,  to 
recover  contribution  from  him  **  as  a 
co-surety:*' — Held,  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  admissible  in  evidence,  to 
prove  not  only  the  payment   of  the 


£280,  but  also  that  tbe  money  was 
originally  advanced  to  E.  H.  as  prin- 
cipal.   Davies  v.  Humphreys^       159 

(2).   Admission. 

1.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated,  a 
parol  admission  of  the  debt  by  the  de- 
fendant is  evidence  under  the  accoaat 
stated,  though  it  appears  that  there 
was  a  written  a^eement  relating  to  the 
goods. 

And  (per  Parke ,  B.)  the  defend- 
ant's own  admission  is  always  evidence 
against  him,  though  it  refers  to  the 
mattter  of  a  written  agreement.  New' 
haU  V.  HoU,  66S 

2.  A  parol  admission  by  a  party  to 
a  suit  is  always  receivable  in  evidence 
against  him,  although  it  relate  to  the 
contents  of  a  deed  or  other  written  in- 
strument: and  even  though  its  con- 
tents be  directly  in  issue  in  the  cause. 
Slatterie  v.  Pooley^  664 

EXTENT, 

What  is  saleable  under. 

Under  the  stat.  25  Geo.  3,  c.  35,  s.  1, 
the  interest  of  a  crown  debtor  in  lease- 
holds renewable  on  lives,  may  be  sold. 

The  Court  refused,  at  the  instance 
of  the  Crown,  to  direct  a  sale  by  pri- 
vate contract,  but  referred  it  to  the 
Remembrancer  to  certify  which  was 
the  most  advantageous  mode  of  selling 
the  property.     Regina  v.  Lane,     489 

FACTORS'  ACT. 

The  plaintiffs,  owners  of  a  cargo  of 
tobacco,  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel, 
placed  the  bill  of  lading  (indorsed  in 
blank)  in  the  hands  of  W.,  as  their 
factor,  for  sale.  W.  entered  the  goods 
at  the  Custom-house  in  his  own  name, 
and  (before  the  cargo  was  weighed,  and 
without  the  plaintiffs'  knowledge)  ob- 
tained a  dock-warrant  for  it  in  his  own 
name.  W.  had  previously  agreed  with 
the  defendants  for  the  advance  to  him 


FACTORS'  ACT. 


FERRY. 
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(W.)  of  £20,000,  on  the  deposit  of 
other  dock-warrants  as  a  security*  The 
defendants,  thinking  that  security  in- 
sufficient, refused  to  advance  more 
than  £12,000;  whereupon  W.  pledged 
with  him  the  dock-warrant  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' tobacco,  as  a  security  for,  and  ob- 
tained thereon,  the  remaining £8000 : — 
Held  J  that,  under  these  circumstances, 
it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  that  W. 
was  intrusted  with  this  dock-warrant, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Factor's 
Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  94,  s.  2,  and  there- 
fore that  the  plaintiff^  were  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  defendants  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  tobacco,  which  was  sold 
by  the  defendants  on  W.'s  becoming 
bankrupt. 

In  order  to  make  the  factor  a  party 
intrustedmih  the  dock-warrant,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act,  it  must  appear 
that  the  owner  of  the  goods  intended 
that  the  factor  should  be  possessed  of 
it  at  the  time  of  the  pledge,  or  that  he 
should  exercise  the  power,  which  the 
possession  of  the  bill  of  lading  gave 
him,  of  obtaining  the  dock-warrants 
whenever  he  in  his  discretion  might 
think  fit. 

The  defendants  had  advanced  to  W. 
a  sum  of  £14,000,  on  the  deposit  of 
American  state  bonds.  W.  &  C.  af- 
terwards entered  into  partnership,  and 
agreed  with  the  defendants,  in  consi- 
deration of  their  discounting  W.  &  C.'s 
acceptances  for  £14,400,  to  deposit 
with  them  as  a  security  dock -warrants 
for  goods  held  by  them.  W.  &  C. 
accordingly  deposited  with  the  defend- 
ants the  dock-warrant  of  another  cargo 
of  tobacco  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs, 
which  they  had  taken  out  in  their  own 
names,  under  similar  circumstances 
with  the  former.  The  defendants  gave 
up  to  W.  the  American  bonds,  and 
paid  over  to  W.  &  C.  the  balance, 
after  deducting  the  debt  due  to  them 
from  W.,  and  the  discount: — Held, 
that  if,  according  to  the  intention  of 
both  parties,  the  £14,400  was  to  be 

L  I 


placed  entirely  at  the  disposal  of  W.  & 
C,  to  apply  it  to  any  purpose  of  their 
own  as  they  pleased,  and  they  direct- 
ed its  payment  in  account  to  the  de- 
fendants in  satisfaction  of  W.'s  debt, 
this  was  an  advance  of  money  to  W. 
&  C.  within  the  meaning  of  the  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  94,  s.  2 ;  but  if  their  inten- 
tion was,  that  the  new  advance  was 
only  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  W/s 
former  debt,  and  it  would  not  have 
been  made,  except  upon  the  under- 
standing that  it  should  be  so  applied, 
and  the  application  of  it  otherwise 
would  have  been  a  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment, then  it  was  not  an  advance 
within  the  statute.   Phillips  v.  Huih, 

572 

FERRY. 

A  declaration  in  case  for  the  in- 
fringement of  a  ferry,  described  the 
ferry  as  being  across  the  river  Mersey, 
*'  from  the  township,  parish,  chapelry, 
or  place  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county 
of  Chester,  to  the  parish,  township,  or 
place  of  Liverpool,  in  the  conn^  of 
Lancaster: — Held^  1st,  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  recover  under  this  declara- 
tion, although  he  proved  a  ferry  both 
ways,  as  well  from  L.  to  B.,  as  from 
B.  to  L. ;  2ndly,  that  this  description 
did  not  import  a  ferry  from  the  whole 
township,  &c.,  of  B.,  to  the  whole 
parish,  &c.,  of  L.,  but  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  recover  on  proof  of  a  ferry 
from  any  point  within  B.  to  L. 

Under  a  lease  of  a  ferry,  describing 
it  as  a  ferry  across  a  river  both  ways, 
a  ferry  across  the  river  one  way  only 
will  pass. 

Semble,  that  the  establishment  of  a 
ferry  across  the  river  Mersey,  having 
its  terminus  in  Birkenhead,  within  400 
yards  of  the  plaintiffis'  ferry,  and  npon 
which  the  defendants  carried  passengers 
and  goods  for  hire  in  boats  from  Birk- 
enhead to  Liverpool,  in  itself  imported 
an  infringement  of  the  plaintiffa'  ferry* 
l2 
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for  which  they  might  maintain  an  ac- 
tion. 

The  plaintiffs  derived  title  to  their 
ferry  under  a  grant  from  Edward  III. 
to   the   priory  of  Birkenhead.      The 
defendants,   in  disproof  of  this  title, 
sought  to  shew  that  there  was  a  pre- 
existing ferry  from  Liverpool  to  Birk- 
enhead, and  from  Birkenhead  to  Liver- 
pool,   which   rendered  the    grant   of 
Edward  III.  void  as  a  grant  of  ferry. 
In  order  to  shew  that  both  were  ferries 
one  way  only,  the  plaintiffs'  from  B.  to 
L.,  and  the  other  from  L.  to  B.,  the 
plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  certain  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of 
the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  temp.  Ghas. 
I.,  on  an  information  filed  at  the  rela- 
tion of  the  then  lessee  of  the  latter 
ferry  under  the  crown,  Sir  W.  Moly- 
neux,    against    the   proprietor  of  the 
former,  a  Mr.  Powell.     The  inform- 
ation  clainfed  a  ferry  both  ways,  and 
sought  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
proceeding  in  certain  suits  in  the  Court 
of  Requests   at  Westminster  in  dis- 
turbance of  the  right  of  the  relator,  and 
prayed  process  against  the  defendant 
to  appear  in  the  Duchy  Court  to  an- 
swer the  premises,  and  abide  the  order 
of  the    Court.      Before   answer,    the 
Court  made  an  order,  purporting  to  be 
**  in  explanation  of  an  injunction  against 
the   defendant   to  permit    the   relator 
peaceably  to  enjoy  his  ferry,  and  take 
the  profit  thereof  in  such  manner  as 
the  same  had  been  enjoyed  for  twenty 
years  last  past,"  and  whereby,  (on  affi- 
davit on  the  part  of  the  relator,  stating 
that  the  occupiers  of  the   two  ferries 
bad  been  accustomed  for  twenty  years 
past   mutually   to    account   with  each 
other  at  certain  times  and  places  agreed 
on,  concerning  the  profits  of  the  fer- 
ries,  the  occupiers  of  Powell's  ferry 
paying  to  the  occupiers  of  Molyneux's 
ferry   half  the   profits  of  the   freight 
laden  on  the  Liverpool  side  and  landed 
on  Cheshire  side,  and  the  latter  mak- 
,  ing  some  payments  to  the  former  for 


part  of  the  profits  of  the  freight  laden 
on  Cheshire  side  and  landed  on  Liver- 
bool  side),  the  Coart  ordered  that 
Powell  should  accoant  and  pay  as  had 
been  accustomed,  or  in  default  an  at- 
tachment should  be  awarded  against 
him.  The  answer  of  Powell  also 
claimed  a  ferry  both  ways,  founding 
his  title  on  the  grant  of  Edward  II L 
On  the  6th  of  June,  1627,  tlie  Coart 
ordered  that  an  attaclunent  should  be 
awarded  against  the  defendant  for  bii 
contempt  in  not  accounting  according 
to  the  former  order :  and  on  the  1 1th 
of  June,  a  further  order  was  made, 
that  the  ferrymen  on  both  sides  shoald 
weekly  account  each  to  other  accordmg 
to  the  previous  usage ;  that  both  sides 
should  account  each  to  other  for  the 
time  past,  before  the  next  assizes:  that 
the  relator  might  take  oat  an  attach- 
ment de  bene  esse,  that  if  the  defend- 
ant and  his  ferryman  did  not  accoant 
accordingly  they  might  be  attached  for 
their  former  contempts;  and  that  in 
case  the  ferrymen  of  the  relator  did 
not  account  according  to  that  order,  an 
attachment  should  be  awarded  against 
them.  It  appeared  that  depositions 
were  afterwards  taken  in  the  suit  on 
both  sides,  but  it  did  not  appear  what 
was  its  ultimate  result. 

Heldy  that  none  of  the  above  orders 
were  admissible  in  evidence,  as  not 
amounting  to  any  final  decree,  or  con- 
taining any  adjudication  of  the  Court 
upon  the  rights  of  the  parties,  bat 
merely  directing  the  continuance  of  a 
certain  state  of  things  pendente  lite. 

A  right  of  ferry  is  a  matter  in  which 
the  public  are  interested,  and  as  to 
which,  therefore,  reputation  is  evidence, 
and  so  also  is  a  verdict  or  judgment 
of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
touching  the  same  right,  although  be- 
tween other  parties.     Pirn  v.  CureH 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
See  Statute  of  F&auds. 
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FRAUDULENT  REPRESENT- 
ATION. 

See  Principal  and  Agent,  1. 

GUARANTEE. 

When  continuing. 

"  In  consideration  of  your  supplying 
my  nephew  V.  with  china  and  earth- 
enware, I  guarantee  the  payment  of 
any  bills  you  may  draw  on  him  on  ac- 
count thereof,  to  the  amount  of  £200: 
^^Heldy  a  continuing  guarantee,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  upon  it, 
although,  after  it  was  given,  goods  to  a 
greater  amount  than  £200  had  been 
supplied  to  and  paid  for  by  V.  Mayer 
V.  Isaac,  605 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Wife's  Survivorship  in  Choses  in 
Action^ 

The  interest  in  a  promissory  note 
given  to  a  wife  during  coverture,  the 
consideration  for  which  was  money  ad- 
vanced by  her  during  the  coverture, 
survives  to  the  wife  after  the  death  of 
her  husband,  unless  he  reduces  it  into 
possession  in  his  lifetime.  Gaters  v. 
Aladeley^  423 

INFANT. 

Necessaries,  Meaning  of. 

To  a  declaration  for  goods  sold, 
&c.,  the  defendant  pleaded  his  infancy, 
to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the 
goods  were  necessaries  suitable  to  the 
degree,  estate,  and  condition  of  the 
defendant: — Held,  that  the  term  ne- 
cessaries included  such  things  as  were 
useful  and  suitable  to  the  state  and 
condition  in  life  of  the  party,  and  not 
merely  such  as  are  requisite  for  bare 
subsistence. 

It  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  articles  are  such  as  a  reasonable 
person,  of  the  age  and  station  of  the 
infant,  would  require  for  real  use.  Pe- 
ters V.  Fleming,  42 


INFERIOR  COURT. 

The  Court  of  the  mayor  of  the  bo- 
rough of  Liverpool  is  an  inferior  and 
not  a  superior  Court;  and  therefore 
a  plea  that  there  is  another  action 
pending  for  the  same  cause  in  that 
Court,  is  no  answer  to  an  action  in  the 
superior  Courts.    Laughton  v.  Taylor, 

695 

INQUISITION. 
See  Railway  Act,  3. 

INSURANCE. 

Insurable  Interest, 

Messrs.  H.  &  Co.,  being  the  own*- 
ers  of  two  ships,  called  the  Antelope 
and  the  Maria,  trading  to  the  coast  of 
Africa,  and  which  were  then  expected 
to  arrive  in  Liverpool  with  cargoes  of 
palm  oil,  agreed  verhaUy  to  sell  to  the 
plaintiffs  200  tons  of  oil  to  arrive  by 
the  Antelope,  and  100  tons  to  arrive 
by  the  Maria.  The  Antelope  did  af- 
terwards arrive  with  100  tons  of  oil  on 
board,  which  were  delivered  by  H.  & 
Co.  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  Maria,  hav- 
ing 50  tons  of  palm  oil  on  board,  was 
lost  by  perils  of  the  sea.  The  plain- 
tiffs having  insured  the  oil  on  board 
the  Maria,  together  with  their  expected 
profits  thereon  i-^Held,  that  they  had 
no  insurable  interest,  as  the  contract 
they  had  entered  into  with  H.  &  Co., 
being  verbal  only,  was  incapable  of 
being  enforced.    Siockdale  v.  Jhinhp, 

224 

ISSUABLE  PLEAS. 
See  Pleading,  II.  (2). 

JOINT  STOCK  BANKING  COM- 
PANY. 

1.  Action  by  Public  Officer. 

In  an  action  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  public  officer  of  a  banking  co-part- 
nership company,  established  under  7 
Geo.  i,  e.  46,  it  is  not  neoessary  to 
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allege  in  the  declaration  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  member  of  the  company,  that 
he  is  resident  in  England,  or  that  he 
has  been  duly  registered  as  required  by 
the  4th  section  of  that  act:  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  describe  the  plaintiff  as  one  of 
the  public  officers  of  the  company  duly 
appointed.     SpiUer  v.  Johnson,     570 

2.  Execution  against  Members  of. 

The  proper  course  of  proceeding 
under  the  13th  section  of  the  7  Geo. 
c*  46,  (the  Banking  Copartnership 
Act),  which  allows  executions  on  judg- 
ments obtained  in  actions  against  the 
public  officer  of  the  company  to  be  is- 
raed  against  any  member  or  members 
of  the  company  for  the  time  being,  is 
hy  scire  facias^  and  not  by  suggestion 
on  the  roll.     Cross  v.  Law,  217 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
See  Partme&ship,  2. 

JUDGE'S  ORDER. 
See  Costs,  2. 

1.  Order  Nisi,  Practice  on. 

An  order  nisi  before  a  Judge  at 
chambers  makes  itself  absolute,  unless 
cause  be  shewn  :  and  if  no  one  ap- 
pears, the  proper  course  is  for  the  op- 
posite party  to  go  in  to  the  Judge  and 
get  it  discharged,  otherwise  it  becomes 
absolute.     Humphreys  y,  Jones,     418 

2.  Appeal  from. 

Where  a  Judge  at  Chambers,  upon 
the  hearing  of  a  summons  on  affidavit, 
dismisses  the  summons  upon  the  me- 
Tits,  the  party  may  renew  his  applica- 
tion to  the  Court,  on  additional  affida- 
vits.    Pike  V.  Davis,  546 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

See  Master  and  Servant,  2. 
Notice  of  Action. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
See  Sheriff,  1. 

1.  Relation  of,  what  it  implies. 

Assumpsit.— ~The  declaration  stated, 
that  whereas  before  and  at  the  time 
of  making  the  agreement  thereinafter 
mentioned,  the  defendant  held  the 
house  and  premises  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, for  the  residue  of  a  term  of 
years,  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  &c.,  agreed  to  let  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  then  agreed  to  take  of  the  de 
fendant,  the  said  hoose  and  premises 
at  a  certain  rent ;  and  tn  conMeraOn 
of  the  premises,  the  defendant  promised 
the  plaintiff  that  he  should  quietly  liold 
and  enjoy  the  said  house  and  premises 
during  the  said  term,  without  any  eyic- 
tion  from  the  parties  entitled  to  the  re- 
version; nevertheles«y  he  the  plaintif 
was  evicted  by  the  party  entitled  to  the 
reversion : — Held,  on  demurrer,  thatthe 
declaration  was  bad,  inasmuch  as,  the 
plaintiff  having  declared  on  the  simple 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  no  such 
duty  as  that  laid  as  the  defendant's 
promise  arose  from  that  relation.  GroM- 
ger  v.  Collins,  458 

2.  Holding  over, 

A  notice  to  quit  lands  on  a  given 
day,  "or  at  such  time  as  your  holding 
shall  expire  next  after  the  expiration  of 
half  a  year  from  the  receipt  of  this  no- 
tice,'' is  a  sufficient  demand  of  posses- 
sion within  the  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  s.  1, 
to  render  the  tenant  liable  for  holding 
over  after  the  determination  of  the  no- 
tice. 

Where,  on  the  receipt  of  a  notice  (0 
quit  to  two  joint  tenants,  one  of  whom 
only  actually  occupied  the  land,  the 
other  said  *'that  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  land:" — Held,  that  this  state- 
ment was  not  admissible  to  shew  thit 
a  holding  over  after  the  expiration  of 
the  notice,  was  not  wilful  on  the  part 
of  the  latter. 

Qucere,  Whether  a  joint  tenant  is 
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LEASE. 
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necessarily  liable  for  the  wilful  holding 
over  of  his  co-tenant.  Hirst  v.  Horn 
and  another,  393 

LAND  TAX. 

Double  Assessment  to. 

The  Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  58,  s.  2, 
which  enables  this  Court,  on  applica- 
tion by  the  owner  or  occupier  of  lands, 
to  call  upon  Commissioners  of  Land- 
Tax  to  appear  and  maintain  or  relin- 
quish their  assessments,  in  cases  where 
such  person  has  been  rated  twice  for 
the  same  land,  applies  only  to  cases  in 
which  two  separate  and  distinct  bodies 
of  Commissioners,  acting  for  different 
districts,  have  both  assessed  the  same 
land,  each  claiming  it  to  be  within 
their  district  or  division,  and  not  to  a 
case  where  the  land  has  been  rated 
twice  by  the  same  body  of  commission- 
ers. In  the  latter  case  the  remedy  is 
by  appeal  under  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5,  s.  23. 
In  the  matter  of  the  GlaUon  Land- 
Taxy  689 

LEASE. 

See  Bankruptcy,  1. 

Pleading,  in.X2),  2. 

(1).  Lease  or  Agreement. 

1.  By  a  memorandum  of  agreement, 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  defendant  agreed  to 
take,  a  house  &c.,  from  the  24th  June 
then  next  ensuing,  for  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years,  determinable  at  seven 
and  fourteen  years  :  that  the  lease  to 
be  granted  by  the  plaintiff  was  to  con- 
tain a  covenant  on  her  part  for  the  de- 
fendant to  purchase  the  fee  simple  for 
£600  at  any  time  within  the  first 
seven  years  of  the  said  term  to  be 
granted;  and  a  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  for  payment  of  the 
rent  of  £35,  payable  quarterly,  clear 
of  all  deductions  for  taxes  whatsoever; 
and  that  the  insurance  on  the  sum  of 
£500  was  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff, 


and  to  be  repaid  by  the  defendant  as 
an  increased  rent :  to  lay  ont  within 
twelve  months  the  sum  of  £100  on  the 
said  premises;  to  keep  the  premises 
in  substantial  repair;  and  all  other 
usual  covenants  as  in  leases  of  houses 
in  B.;  and  that  the  defendant  should 
execute  a  counterpart  of  lease  when 
tendered  to  him  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  expense  of  the 
lease  and  counterpart  was  to  be  borne 
and  paid  by  the  defendant: — Held^ 
that  this  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease, 
and  not  an  actual  demise,  and  that  the 
defendant,  having  entered  and  paid 
rent  under  the  agreement,  became  te« 
nant  from  year  to  year,  which  tenancy 
could  only  be  determined  by  a  regular 
notice  to  quit,  or  a  surrender  in  writ- 
ing. Chapman  \.  Towner,  100 
2.  By  articles  of  agreement,  dated 
2nd  May,  1838,  the  defendant  agreed 
with  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  grant 
him  a  lease  of  a  messuage,  &c.,  for 
twenty-one  years  from  Midsummer- 
day  then  next,  at  a  rent  of  £45,  pay- 
able quarterly,  on  the  usual  days  of 
payment  in  every  year  during  the  said 
term,  the  first  payment  to  commence 
on  the  29th  September  then  next :  to 
be  entered  upon  immediately  by  the 
plaintiff,  he  having  on  the  day  of  the 
date  paid  £25  to  the  defendant:  and 
in  the  lease  were  to  be  contained  co- 
venants to  pay  the  rent,  to  repair,  &c. 
&c.,  and  all  other  usual  and  reason- 
able covenants,  with  a  power  to  either 
party  to  determine  the  lease  at  the 
end  of  seven  or  fourteen  years: — Held^ 
that  this  instrument  amounted  to  an 
agreement  for  a  lease  only,  and  not  to 
an  actual  demise;  and  that  the  plun« 
tiff  was  not  entided  to  recover  as  for 
the  breach  of  an  implied  promise  for 
quiet  enjoyment.  Brashier  v.  Jack^ 
son^  549 

(2).  Construction  of  Covenant*  in. 

Where,  at  the  sale  of  the  stock  of 
the  defendant,  the  tenant  of  a  farmt 
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W.,  the  tenant  of  an  adjoining  farm, 
bought  two  cows,  and,  by  the  defend- 
ant's permission,  left  them  on  the  de- 
fendant's farm  for  some  weeks,  bring- 
ing provender  from  his  own  farm  to 
feed  them: — Held,  that  the  manure 
made  by  these  cows  was  manure  made 
on  the  farm,  and  that  the  removal  of  it 
by  W.  was  a  breach  of  the  condition 
of  a  bond,  whereby  the  defendant  had 
stipulated  with  his  landlord  that  he 
would  "put  and  spread  all  the  manure 
and  compost  then  collected  in  the  mid- 
denstead,  or  on  any  other  part  of  the 
farm,  on  the  meadow  land,  and  would 
not  sell,  cart,  or  convey  away  any 
dung,  compost,  or  manure  from  the 
said  farm."     HindU  v.  PolliU,      529 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

1.  A  testator  devised  real  estate  to 
W.  T.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder to  T.  P.  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  remain- 
der to  G.  P.  for  life,  with  remainders 
over ;  and  gave  a  power  to  the  several 
persons  who,  by  virtue  of  the  limita- 
tions in  the  will,  should  be  in  actual 
possession  of  the  estates,  by  deed  or 
will  to  appoint  to  any  woman  or  wo- 
men they  should  marry,  by  way  of 
jointure,  rent  charges  not  exceeding 
£750  per  annum  for  life,  to  be  issu- 
ing out  of  and  chargeable  upon  the  de- 
vised estates,  clear  of  al)  taxes  and 
deductions  whatsoever.  W.  T.  died 
without  issue,  and  T.  P.  entered  into 
possession  of  the  estates,  and  by  his 
will  charged  them  with  £750  per  an- 
num by  way  of  jointure  to  his  wife, 
under  the  power,  and  died  without 
issue  male,  whereupon  G.  P.  entered 
into  possession  :  —  Held,  on  error 
brought  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  that  G.  P.  was  charge- 
able with  legacy  duty  after  the  rate  of 
£10  per  cent,  on  the  value  of  the 
rent-charge  of  £750  per   annum;  af- 


firming the  judgment  of  the  Comt 
below.  Pickard  v.  The  Attorney- 
General,  348 

2.  A  British  subject,  domiciled  and 
having  real  and  personal  estate  in  Eng- 
land, went  abroad  and  purchased,  in 
1828,  the  title,  castle,  and  estate  of  R., 
in  the  Papal  States.  He  hired  Italian 
domestic  servants,  male  and  female, 
whom  he  kept  at  R.  nntil  his  death. 
He  expended  large  snms  in  repairing 
and  improving  the  castle  and  grounds 
of  R.,  which  repairs  and  improvements 
were  going  on  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
He  did  not  make  R.  his  constant  re-> 
sidence,  but  from  1828  to  1831  some- 
times occupied  it,  sometimes  lived  in 
furnished  lodgings  in  the  towns  adja- 
cent, and  at  other  times  visited  Rome, 
Florence,  and  other  parts  of  Italy,  re- 
siding in  furnished  lodgings.  In  1831 
he  came  to  England,  and  resided  in 
different  parts  of  it  till  September,  1832. 
In  March,  1832,  he  sent  to  R.  seve- 
ral cases  of  plate,  books,  and  wearing 
apparel.  In  September,  1832,  he 
made  his  will  in  London.  In  the  same 
month  he  left  England  and  went  to 
Florence,  where  he  remafned  two 
months,  and  thence  to  R. ;  he  then 
lived,  sometimes  in  the  castle  of  R., 
sometimes  in  furnished  lodgings  in  the 
adjacent  towns,  till  October,  1833, 
when  he  went  to  Rome,  and  there 
lived  in  furnished  lodgings  until  his 
death  in  February,  1834  : — Held,  that 
upon  these  facts  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  testator's  having  actually  ac- 
quired a  domicile  at  R.,  or  elsewhere 
abroad,  although  they  indicated  an  f»- 
tention  to  make  R.  his  domicile:  that 
his  English  domicile  therefore  remain- 
ed, and  legacy  duty  was  consequently 
payable  on  the  bequests  contained  in 
his  will. 

Qucere,  whether  if  he  had  obtained 
a  domicile  abroad,  legacy  duty  would 
not  still  have  been  payable.  The  At- 
torney- General  v.  Dunn,  511 

3.  J..  R.  by  his  will,  after  directing 
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his  real  estates  to  be  sold  and  convert- 
ed into  personalty,  gave  the  general 
residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his 
daughter  J.  A.  P.,  J.  R.,  J.  S.,  and 
J.  G.,  his  executrix  and  executors, 
upon  trust,  to  permit  his  said  daughter 
to  receive  the  rents  and  dividends 
thereof  during  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  upon  trust,  for  such  person  or 
persons  (other  than  and  except  J.  W. 
and  his  relations,  M.  H.,  and  his  rela- 
tions, and  the  relations  of  the  late  hus- 
band of  the  testator's  said  daughter, 
and  every  of  them)  in  such  parts, 
shares,  and  proportions,  and  in  such 
manner  and  form,  as  the  said  J.  A.  P., 
whether  sole  or  covert,  should  by  wiU 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment, 
in  trust  for  the  next  of  kin  of  D.  R. 
And  the  testator  declared,  that  in  case 
his  said  daughter  should  intermarry 
with  the  said  J.  W.,  or  any  of  his  re- 
lations, or  should  reside  with  or  receive 
visits  from  him  or  them,  the  bequests 
in  her  power  should  utterly  cease. 
After  the  testator's  death;  the  said 
J.  A.  P.  married  G.  E.  P.,  and  the 
interest  and  dividends  of  the  testator's 
residuary  estate  were  regularly  paid  to 
her  until  her  death.  Previously  to  her 
death  she  made  a  will,  and  thereby,  in 
exercise  of  the  power  under  her  father's 
will,  she  gave  £10,000  Consols  to  the 
descendants  of  the  before-named  D.  R., 
and  gave  ail  the  rest  of  her  late  father's 
property  to  various  persons,  strangers 
in  blood  to  both  her  father  and  herself. 
D.  R.  was  the  son  of  a  brother  of  J.  R. 
the  testator. 

Held,  1st,  that,  on  the  death  of 
J.  A.  P.  a  duty  of  one  per  cent,  be- 
came payable  in  respect  of  the  bequest, 
in  the  will  of  J.  R.,  of  the  residue  of 
his  estate  and  effects  of  J.  A.  P.,  af- 
ter allowing  any  duty  already  paid  in 
respect  thereof. 

2ndly,  that  no  probate  duty  was  pay- 
able upon  the  probate  of  the  will  of 
J.  A.  P.,  in  respect  of  the  estate  and 
effects  bequeathed  and  appointed  by 
her  will. 


Srdly,  that  legacy  duty  was  payable 
in  respect  of  the  bequests  contained  in 
the  will  of  J.  A.  P.  at  the  same  rate  at 
which  it  would  have  been  payable  if 
they  had  been  mere  legacies  given  by 
her,  payable  out  of  her  own  personal 
estate.     Plati  v.  Routhf  756 

LIBEL. 

Province  of  Judge  and  Jury. 

In  an  action  for  libel,  the  judge  is 
not  bound  to  state  to  the  jury,  as  mat- 
ter of  law^  whether  the  publication 
complained  of  be  a  libel  or  not ;  but 
the  proper  course  is  for  him  to  define 
what  is  a  libel  in  point  of  law,  and  to 
leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
publication  in  question  falls  within  that 
definition;  and,  as  incidental  to  that, 
whether  it  is  calculated  to  injure  the 
character  of  the  plaintiff. 

A  publication  may  be  a  libel  on  a 
private  person^  which  would  not  be  any 
libel  on  a  person  in  a  public  capacity; 
but  any  imputation  of  unjust  or  cor- 
rupt motives  is  equally  libellous  in 
either  case.     Parmiter  v.  Coupland, 

105 

LIEN. 

Property  held  by  a  party  in  right  of 
a  lien  cannot  be  taken  in  execution. 
Legg  v.  Evans,  36 

LIMITATION  ACT. 

In  1788,  estates  were  settled,  by 
marriage  settlement,  to  the  use  of  the 
wife  for  life,  with  remainders  to  her 
issue  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  the 
settlor,  (whose  heiress  at  law  she  was), 
in  fee.  In  1818^  by  deeds  to  whidi 
the  husband  and  wife,  and  their  only 
son,  R.  G.,  were  parties,  and  by  a  re- 
covery suffered  in  pursuance  thereof, 
the  estates  were  limited  to  the  use  of 
the  husband  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
wife  for  life,  remainder  to  R.  G.,  the 
son,   for  life,   remainder  to  his  issue 
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in  tail,  remainder  to  J.  F.,  his  sister, 
for  life,  with  other  remainders  over. 
The  hushand  died  in  1819,  the  wife 
in  1822,  and  R.  G.  in  1828  :— //<?W, 
that  inasmuch  as  the  estate  of  J.  F. 
was  carved  out  of  the  estate  tail  of 
R.  G.,  she  had  the  same  period  for 
bringing  an  ejectment  in  respect  of  any 
of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  above 
deeds,  as  he  would  have  had  if  he  had 
continoed  alive ;  viz.  twenty  years  from 
the  year  1822,  when  his  remainder 
came  into  possession. 

Whether  a  writing  amounts  to  an 
acknowledgment  of  title,  within  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  14,  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  Judge,  and  not  for  the 
jury,  to  decide. 

A  party  in  possession,  adversely,  of 
land,  being  applied  to  by  the  party 
claiming  title  to  it  to  pay  rent,  and  of- 
fered a  lease  of  it,  wrote  as  follows  : — 
*'  Although,  if  matters  were  contested, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  I  should  establish 
a  legal  right  to  the  premises,  yet,  un- 
der all  circumstances,  I  have  made  up 
my  mind  to  accede  to  the  proposal  you 
made  of  paying  a  moderate  rent,  on 
an  agreement  for  a  term  of  twenty-one 
years."  The  bargain  subsequently 
went  off,  and  no  rent  was  paid  or  lease 
executed: — Held,  that  this  letter  was 
not  an  acknowldgment  of  title,  within 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4.  c.  17,  s.  14.  Doe 
d.  Curzon  v.  Edmonds^  295 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 
See  Statute  of  Limitations. 

LIVERPOOL   BOROUGH 
COURT. 

See  Inferior  Court. 

LUNATIC. 
See  Process,  (3). 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

(1).  Relation  of^  when  constituted. 
Where   the    owners   of  a   carriage 


were  in  the  habit  of  hiring  horses  froii 
the  same  person,  to  draw  it  for  a  day 
or  drive,  and  the  owner  of  the  horses 
provided  a  driver,  through  whose  ae- 
gligence  an  injury  was  done  to  a  tbird 
party,  it  was  held  that  the  owners  of 
the  carriage  were  not  liable  to  be  sued 
for  such  injury. 

And  it  was  held  to  make  no  differ- 
ence, that  the  owners  of  the  caniagt 
had  always  been  driven  by  the  same 
driver,  he  being  the  only  regular  coach- 
man in  the  employ  of  the  owner  of  the 
horses;  or  that  they  had  always  paid 
him  a  fixed  sum  for  each  drive;  or  that 
they  had  provided  him  with  a  hverj, 
which  he  left  at  their  house  at  the  end 
of  each  drive,  and  that  the  injury  it 
question  was  occasioned  by  his  leaving 
his  horses  while  so  depositing  the  liv- 
ery in  their  house*  Quarman  v.  Bw- 
nett,  499 

(2).  Jurisdiction  of  Justices  under  4 
Geo,  4,  c.  34,  i.  3. 

The  plaintiff  was  committed  by  the 
defendant,  a  magistrate,  under  the  4 
Geo.  4,  c.  34,  s.  3,  by  a  warrant  of 
commitment  which  was  in  the  following 
form : — "  To  the  constable  of  M.,  Sur- 
rey, &c.  Whereas  information  and  com- 
plaint bath  been  made  unto  me,one,&c., 
upon  the  oaths  of  J.  H.  and  S.  M.,bodi 
of  M.,  in  the  said  county  of  S.,  calico- 
printers,  that  W.  J.y  of  M.  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  calico-prinrer, 
did  on  Wednesday,  the  8th  of  May 
inst.,  contract  with  the  said  S.  M.,  to 
print  certain  pieces  of  woollen  cotton 
goods,  and  that  the  said  W.  J.  had 
adopted  such  contract,  and  entered  ioto 
the  service  of  the  said  S.  M.  under 
such  contract;  and  that  the  said  W.  J. 
haih,  in  his  said  service,  been  guilty  of 
divers  misdemeanours,  miscarriages, 
and  ill  behaviour  towards  the  said  S.  M., 
and  particularly  with  having,  on  the 
9th  of  May  inst.,  refused  to  perform 
such  contract,  and  left  his  said  work 
unfinished,  and  the  service  of  the  said 
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S.  M.,  without  bis  license  or  consent. 
And  whereas,  in  pursuance  of  the  sta- 
tute in  that  case  made  and  provided,  I 
have  duly  examined  the  proofs  and 
allegations  of  both  the  sdd  parties, 
touching  the  matter  of  the  said  com- 
plaint, and,  upon  due  consideration  had 
thereof,  have  adjudged  and  determined, 
and  do  hereby  adjudge  and  determine, 
the  said  complaint  to  be  true."  It  then 
commanded  the  constable  to  convey  the 
plaintiff  to  the  house  of  correction,  and 
deliver  him  to  the  keeper  thereof,  who 
was  ordered  to  detain  him  in  custody : 
— HeJd^  that  this  was  a  commitment 
in  execution,  and  that  it  was  bad,  be- 
cause it  did  not  shew,  either  that  the 
contract  was  entered  into,  or  the  work 
refused  to  be  done,  or  the  plaintiff 
found,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magisprate.     Johnson  v.  Retd^       124 

MINES. 
See  Wayliave. 

MINING  COMPANY. 
See  Partnership,  2. 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

When  maintainable. 

By  a  deed  of  consecration  of  a  cha- 
pel, built  by  subscription,  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  one  of  the  founders,  the 
chapel-wardens  for  the  time  being  were 
to  receive  the  pew-rents,  the  surplus  of 
which,  after  payment  of  certain  ex- 
penses, was  to  go  towards  the  repay- 
ment of  the  expense  of  building  the 
chapel*  S.  and  G.,  the  chapel-wardens 
for  1838,  at  the  close  of  their  year 
of  office,  had  in  their  hands  a  sur- 
plus of  £22,  payable  to  the  plaintiff  as 
one  of  the  founders.  The  plaintiff  and 
defendant  were  the  succeeding  chapel- 
wardens,  G.  handed  over  the  money  to 
the  defendant,  together  with  his  ac- 
counts, with  a  direction  not  to  pay  over 
to  the  plaintiff  until  the  determination 


of  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  by  an« 
other  of  the  founders,  to  recover  back 
money  advanced  towards  the  plaintiff's 
share  of  the  expenses  of  building  the 
chapel:  Held^  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  sue  the  defendant  for  the  amount, 
as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use, 
before  the  determination  of  that  cause. 
SeweU  V.  Rahy,  22 

MUNICIPAL    CORPORATION 

ACTS. 

Authority  of  Town  Council  as  to  Fees 
in  Court  of  Requests, 

By  a  local  act  of  Parliament,  56 
Geo.  8,  a  Court  of  Requests  was 
created  at  Bristol,  and  certain  fees,  ac- 
cording to  a  table  therein  contained^ 
were  fixed  to  be  paid  to  the  assessor 
and  officers  of  the  Court,  with  power 
for  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
city,  at  any  general  quarter  sessions  of 
the  peace,  to  lessen  or  reduce  them. 
By  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  105,  s.  8,  it  is 
enacted,  ''that  every  thing  provided  in 
any  local  act  of  Parliament,  to  be  done 
by  the  justices,  or  by  some  particular 
class  or  description  of  members  of  such 
body  corporate,  being  justices  at  some 
court  of  general  or  quarter  sessions  as- 
sembled, and  which  does  not  relate  to 
the  business  of  a  court  of  criminal  or 
civil  judicature,  shall  and  maybe  done 
by  the  council  at  some  quarterly  meet- 
ing of  the  council."  The  town  council 
of  Bristol,  acting  under  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76, 
s.  124,  and  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  105,  s.  8, 
by  an  order  of  council,  reduced  the  fees 
payable  to  the  assessor  and  clerk  of  the 
Court: — Held,  that  the  regulation  of 
the  fees  of  the  Court  of  Requests  was 
a  matter  relating  to  the  business  of  a 
court  of  civil  judicature,  and  that  the 
town  council  had  no  authority  to  inter- 
fere with  it.     Palmer  v.  PoweU,    627 

NECESSARIES. 
iSee  Infant. 
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NEW  TRIAL. 
See  Stockbroker. 

Motion  for,  when  to  be  made. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be 
made  at  any  time  within  four  days 
after  the  return  day  of  the  distringas 
juratoram,  although  more  than  four 
days  have  elapsed  since  the  trial.  Ames 
v.  Lettice,  216 

NOTICE  OF  ACTION. 

To  Justices,  Computation  of. 

In  the  computation  of  the  calendar 
month's  notice  of  action  to  a  justice, 
required  by  the  24  Geo,  2.  c.  44,  s.  1, 
the  day  of  giving  the  notice,  and  the 
day  of  suing  out  the  writ,  are  both  to 
be  excluded.      Young  v.  Higgon,  Esq. 

49 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
Liability  of  Parent  for  debts  of  Child. 

The  moral  obligation  which  a  father 
is  under  to  provide  for  his  child  im- 
poses on  him  no  liability  to  pay  the 
debts  incurred  by  the  child :  and  he  is 
not  so  liable,  unless  he  has  given  the 
child  authority  to  incur  them,  or  has 
contracted  to  pay  them.  The  defend- 
ant's son,  an  iufant  of  20  years  of  age, 
had  lodged  for  some  time  with  the 
plaintijBP,  during  a  part  of  which  he  had 
earned  wages,  and  paid  for  his  board, 
&c.  He  afterwards  fell  ill,  and  was 
unable  to  pay  for  the  necessaries  with 
which  the  plaintiff  continued  to  supply 
him.  The  plaintiff  applied  to  his  fp^ 
ther  for  money,  who  wrote  in  answer 
that  he  could  not  advance  any  at  that 
time,  but  his  son  would  com^  ip^o  pos- 
session of  money  in  t>^§  fp^lowing  month, 
when  he  Yrp^W  be  21,  and  would  then 
be  able  to  pay  what  he  owed  the  plain- 
tiff himself: — ffeld^  tAdt  this  letter 
vas  no  admission  of  a  liability  in  the 
fatbey.     Mortiviorey.  fVri<f^^      482 


PARTICULARS. 

See  Pleading,  II.  (4),  (8). 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  war- 
ranty of  aonndneas  of  a  horse,  tlie  Court 
will  not  compel  the  plaintiff  to  deliver 
particulars  of  the  unsoundness.  Pylie 
v.  Stephen,  813 

PARTNERSHIP. 

(1).  By  what  Terms  constituted. 

The  plaintiff  and  defendant,  together 
with  others,  entered  into  and  signed 
the  following  special  contract : — **  Be- 
ing desirous  that  the  communication 
between  London,  Heme  Bay,  and  Mar- 
gate, should  be  kept  open  during  the 
ensuing  winter,  by  means  of  a  smaD 
steam -boat,  we  hereby  authorize  Mr. 
G.  A.  B*  to  charter  the  Brockelbank, 
or  any  other  suitable  vessel,  for  that 
purpose,  on  the  best  possible  terms, 
and  to  make  the  necessary  arrange- 
ments for  her  running  on  the  station 
during  the  whole  or  such  part  of  the 
winter  as  may  be  deemed  expedient, 
on  our  joint  account,  each  of  us  taking 
a  proportionate  interest  in  this  enter- 
prize,  according  to  the  amount  sub- 
scribed, and  the  profit  or  loss  to  be  di- 
vided amongst  us  in  proportion  to  oar 
subscription.  In  order  to  form  a  fund 
for  defraying  the  necessary  expenses, 
we  have  each  of  us  paid  £10  per  cent, 
on  the  amount  of  our  subscription,  and 
we  ^hereby  bind  ourselves,  and  agree 
to  pay  to  Mr.  G.  A.  B.  such  further 
instalments,  each  of  us  in  proportion 
to  his  subscription,  as  it  may  be  ne- 
cessary to  call  for  from  time  to  time, 
sliould  the  earnings  of  the  boat  not  be 
sufficient  to  pay  the  expenses.  It 
being,  however,  understood  that  our 
liability  is  not  to  extend  beyond  the 
amount  subscribed  by  us  respective- 
ly :" — Held,  that  this  agreement  con- 
stituted a  partnership  between  the  par- 
ties who  signed  it;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, who  had  paid  such  debts  arising 
from  the  undertaking  as'  fte  earnings 
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of  the  boat  were  insufficient  to  satisfy, 
could  not  maintain  an  action  for  money 
paid  against  the  defendant  who  had 
not  paid  up  his  subscription,  but  that 
the  proper  form  of  action  was  a  special 
action  of  assumpsit  for  the  non-per- 
formance of  the  undertaking  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  instalments  from  time 
to  time.     Broum  v.  Tapscott^        119 

(2).  In  Mining  Company. 

Where  a  mining  company  was  formed, 
the  capital  to  be  £30,000,  in  3000 
shares  of  £10  each  ;  and  2000  shares 
only  were  actually  subscribed  for,  of 
which  the  defendant  took  100: — Held^ 
that  letters  subsequently  written  by 
the  defendant  to  the  directors,  requir- 
ing them  to  call  a  meeting  for  the 
purpose  of  changing  a  director,  were 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  shew 
that  he  authorized  the  directors  to 
proceed  in  the  management  of  the  con- 
cern with  the  smaller  amount  of  capital, 
80  as  to  render  him  liable  for  the  price 
of  articles  supplied  for  the  use  of  the 
mines,  on  the  order  of  the  directors. 

The  members  of  a  mining  company 
have  authority  by  law  (in  the  absence 
of  any  proof  of  a  more  limited  autho- 
rity), to  bind  each  other  by  dealings 
on  credit,  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  mines,  if  that  appear  to  be  neces- 
sary or  usual  in  the  management  of 
mines.     Tredwen  v.  Bourne,         461 

PAWNBROKERS'  ACT. 

On  the  24th  July  goods  were  pledged 
with  the  defendant,  a  pawnbroker,  in 
the  name  of  Mary  Wame,  and  the 
duplicate  was  made  out  accordingly. 
She  was,  in  fact,  the  wife  of  the  plain- 
tiff Vaughan,  but  it  did  not  appear 
that  this  fact  was  then  known  to  the 
defendant.  A  few  days  afterwards, 
the  same  person  applied  to  the  de- 
fendant for  a  copy  of  the  duplicate, 
and  a  form  of  declaration  of  the  loss 
of  it,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  39  &  40 
Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  16,  and  5  &  6  Will. 


4,  c.  62,  8.  12.  On  the  6th  August, 
the  plaintiff  produced  the  duplicate  to 
the  defendant,  and  demanded  the  goods, 
tendering  the  money  advanced  on  them 
and  interest,  but  the  defendant  refused 
to  deliver  them,  on  the  ground  of  the 
declaration  having  been  obtained.  The 
plaintiff  applied  to  a  magistrate  to  com- 
pel him,  and  the  defendant  then  (on 
the  9th  August)  learnt  that  the  party 
who  pledged  the  goods  was  the  plain- 
tiff's wife: — Heldf  that  upon  these 
facts,  the  Judge  at  the  trial  was  wrong 
in  directing  the  jury  that  the  detention 
of  the  goods  was  in  point  of  law  a 
conversion ;  and  that  he  ought  to  have 
left  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  a  bona  fide  doubt  as  to 
the  title  to  the  goods,  and  if  so,  whe- 
ther a  reasonable  time  for  that  doubt 
to  be  cleared  up,  by  the  party's  going 
before  a  magistrate  and  verifying  the 
declaration,  pursuant  to  the  39  &  40 
Geo.  3,  c.  99,.  s.  16,  had  elapsed  on 
the  6th  of  August ;  and  if  it  had,  that 
the  refusal  then  to  deliver  them  to  the 
plaintiff  amounted  to  a  conversion. 
Vaughan  v.  Wait,  492 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 
See  Pleading,  II.  (6). 

PILOT  ACT, 

Case  against  the  owner  of  a  vessel, 
for  an  injury  done  by  her  in  running 
foul  of  the  plaintiff's  barge.  Plea, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  the  ves- 
sel was  being  conducted,  and  was  na- 
vigating the  river  Thames,  under  the 
conduct  of  a  licensed  pilot  in  charge  of 
the  vessel,  under  and  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125, 
and  that  the  damage  happened  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  default,  incompetency, 
and  incapacity  of  such  pilot.  Repli- 
cation, that  before  the  said  time  when 
&c.,  the  vessel  had,  on  completing  a 
voyage  from  India,  been  brought  by  a 
licensed  pilot  into  the  St.  Katherine's 
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Dock,  and  that  having  there  diich urged 
her  ca^o,  wm,  juat  before  and  at  the 
said  time  when  Set.,  being  removed, 
and  in  the  course  of  removal,  for  the 
purpose  of  going  out  of  that  dock  lo  a 
certain  dry  dock  in  the  port  of  London 
lo  he  repaired,  and  that  the  aaid  vessel 
waa  not,  at  the  said  time  when  &c., 
otherwise  navigating  or  passing  upon 
the  said  river  Thame*. 

Held,  First,  that  the  circanatances 
stated  in  the  repUcaiion  broaght  the 
case  within  the  exception  In  the  63rd 
aection  of  the  act,  and  that  the  owner 
was  not  hound  to  employ  a  pilot. 

Secondly,  that  the  words  "  wanting 
a  pilot,"  in  the  7Snd  section,  are  not 
to  be  confined  to  loch  vessels  as  are, 
by  the  provisions  of  the  act,  bound  to 
take  a  pilot,  but  are  to  he  construed 
aa  applying  to  any  vessel,  the  master 
or  owner  of  which  thinks  fit  to  require 
one. 

Thirdly,  that  inasninoh  as  under  the 
7Snd  section  the  pilot  could  not  law- 
Iblly  refuse  to  go  on  board  and  take 
chaise  of  any  vessel  wanting  a  pilot 
when  required  by  the  owner  so  to  do, 
he  must  be  considered,  when  so  re- 
quired and  employed,  as  acting  nnder 
some  of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and 
not  as  the  private  servant  of  the  owner, 
and  therefore  that  the  owner  was  pro- 
tected  by  the  5Sth  section  of  the  act 
from  his  prima  facie  liability  in  respect 
of  the  injury  occasioned  by  the  act  of 
the  pilot,  whilst  he  was  so  employed 
by  the  owner.    Luceg  v.  Ingram,  302 


PLEADING. 
See  Attokhet,  2. 

Bills  and  Notes,  (2). 

DiSTRBSg. 

Fbbkt. 
Infant. 

Joint  Stock  Bankino  Co.,  I. 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 
PRESCHtPTiON  Act. 

VbnOOB  AMD  FUBCHAIEB. 


I.  DnlaratioM. 

(t).  Duplicity. 

Asaunpait, — The  declaration  statd 
that  «n  Sic,  tbe  defeudznl  made  hit 
bill  of  exchange,  and  directed  the  tame 
to  A.  &  Co.,  payable  to  B.  or  hii  orda 
three  months  after  date,  which  period 
had  elapsed  before  the  commencemcDi 
of  the  suit;  that  B.  then  indorsed  it  to 
the  plaintiff;  that  it  waa  presented  for 
acceptance  and  protested  for  non-ac- 
ceptance, of  which  the  defendant  hid 
notice ;  that  the  hill  being  whoUy  aa- 
aecepted  and  unpaid,  afterwards  ftc, 
when  it  iMcame  due  on  &c.,  was  pre* 
aented  for  payment  to  A.  &  Co.,  «lw 
refused  to  pay  the  came,  wbereupoa  it 
was  protested  for  non-payment,  of  (II 
which  the  defendant  had  notice.  Aad 
whereas  also  the  aaid  defendant  before 
&C.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  waa  indebted  ID 
theplaiotiff  &c., on  an  account  itated; 
and  the  defendant,  in  conaideratioB  of 
the  premiaea  respectively,  then,  to  wiW 
on  the  day  and  year  lost  aforesaid,  pro* 
mised  the  plaintiff*  to  pay  him  the  tud 
several  sums  respectively  on  requeit. 
To  tills  declaration  there  was  a  de- 
murrer for  duplicity  and  uncertainly: — 
Held,  that  whether  the  first  part  of 
the  declaration  waa  considered  as  two 
counts,  or  as  one  only,  it  waa  not  de- 
murrable on  either  of  thoae  grounds. 
Ga/icfly  V.  Rose,  [See  alao  H.  (8-), 
post],  291 

IL  Pleas  in  bar. 
(I).  Seweral pU<u. 

In  trespass  qu.  cl.  fr.,  ibe  defendaot 
pleaded,  Ist,  not  guilty;  2ndly,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  Dot  possessed;  Srdly, 
that  defendant  was  seised  in  fee;  4ibly, 
that  A.  B.  was  seised  in  fee,  and  that 
the  defendant,  by  his  command,  com- 
mitted the  trespass  complained  of,  &c. 
A  summons  having  been  taken  out  to 
strike  out  the  3rd  and  4th  pleas,  the 
Judge  refused  to  make  any  order,  where- 
upon an  application  for  that  parpose 
was  made  to  this  Court: — HM,  that 
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the  3rd  and  4  th  pleas  might  be  pleaded 
together  with  the  2nd,  as  they  were 
not  necessarily  founded  on  the  same 
ground  of  answer  or  defence,  within 
R.G.,H.T.,  4WiU.  4,  8.6. 

Qu€sre,  whether  such  an  appeal  lies 
to  the  Court,  where  the  Judge  at 
chambers  has  refused  to  make  any 
order.     Morse  v,  Apperley,  145 

(2).  Issuable  Pleas^  what  are, 

A  plea  to  an  action  by  the  holder  of 
a  cheque,  that  the  consideration  for  the 
making  of  it  was  money  won  by  a  third 
party  of  the  defendant  at  hazard,  in  a 
common  gaming-house,  is  not  an  issu- 
able plea,  within  the  meaning  of  an 
order  to  plead  issuably.  Humphreys 
V.  The  Earl  of  fValdegrave,  622 

(3).   fVhen  bad  as  amounting  to  Ge- 
neral Issue, 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  the 
sheriff,  the  declaration  stated  a  judg- 
ment recovered  against  one  R.  W.,  the 
delivery  to  the  sheriff  of  a  writ  of  fi. 
fa.  issued  upon  this  judgment,  indorsed 
to  levy  &c.;  that  the  sheriff  seized  the 
goods  of  R.W.  within  his  bailiwick, 
and  remained  in  possession  of  them  for 
a  long  time,  during  which  he  might 
and  ought  to  have  sold  them,  yet  that 
he  neglected  the  execution  of  his  of- 
fice, and  forbore  to  sell,  and  afterwards 
falsely  returned  that  the  goods  re- 
mained in  his  possession  for  want  of 
buyers. — To  this  declaration  the  de- 
fendant pleaded — 1st,  that  he  did  not 
take  in  execution  any  goods  of  R.  W., 
or  remain  in  possession  by  virtue  of  the 
said  writ  for  the  said  space  of  time,  or 
any  part  thereof ;  2ndly,  that  he  could 
not,  nor  might,  nor  ought  to  have  sold 
the  said  goods,  or  any  of  them,  under 
or  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  or  to  have 
raised  thereout  the  monies  indorsed  to 
be  levied,  within  the  space  of  time  in 
the  declaration  mentioned ;  3rdly,  that 
R.  W.  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that 
within  two  months  after  the  issuing  of 
the  writ  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 


and  the  delivery  thereof  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  of  the  seizure  of  the  goods, 
and  before  the  passing  of  the  2&3 
Vict.  c.  29,  and  before  the  defendant 
could  or  ought  to  have  sold  the  said 
goods,  a  fiat  issued,  and  the  said  R.W. 
was  declared  a  bankrupt;  and  that, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion, an  official  assignee  was  appointed, 
in  whom  the  said  goods  so  taken  in 
execution  became  and  were  vested. 

HeMf  that  the  first  plea  was  bad  for 
duplicity;  that  the  second  plea  was 
bad,  as  amounting  to  the  general 
issue;  and  that  the  third  was  bad, 
as  being  an  argumentative  denial  of 
the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  R.W. 
Rowe  V.  Amest  747 

(4).  Payment* 

Where  a  plaintiff  gives  credit  in  his 
particulars  of  demand  for  payments, 
whether  made  before  or  after  action 
brought,  and  goes  only  for  the  balance, 
a  plea  of  payment  is  to  be  taken  as 
pleaded  to  such  balance;  and  if  the 
defendant  proves  payments  to  that 
amount,  independently  of  the  sums 
credited  in  the  particulars,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict.  Eastwick  v.  Har^ 
man,  13 

(5).  Release. 
The  Court  will  not  set  aside  a  plea 
of  release  given  by  one  of  several 
plaintiffs,  unless  a  clear  case  of  fraud 
is  made  out  between  the  releasor  and 
the  defendant.  Fraud  upon  the  re- 
leasor is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside 
the  plea,  since  that  may  be  replied* 
Wild  V.  Williams,  490 

(6).  Payment  into  Court, 

1.  A  plea  of  payment  into  court,  by 
two  defendants,  pleaded  to  one  or  more 
indebitatus  counts,  admits  only  that 
the  plaintiff  has  a  cause  of  action  on 
one  or  more  of  the  contracts  declared 
on,  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  paid  in  ; 
and  does  not  admit  the  defendants' 
joint  liability  to  any  greater  amount. 
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although  the  plaintiff  gives  evidence 
aliunde  to  fix  one  of  the  defendants 
with  liability  to  a  greater  amount. 
Stapleion  v,  Nowellf  9 

.  2.  To  a  declaration  in  debt,  con- 
taining a  count  upon  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  33/.  3«.  9d,i  with  counts  for  goods 
sold,  and  upon  an  account  stated,  each 
in  the  sum  of  £70,  and  demanding  in 
the  usual  form  the  sum  of  173/.  3^. 
9d.t  the  defendants  pleaded,  except 
as  to  £20,  parcel  of  the  sum  of  173/. 
3^.  9d,  in  the  declaration  demanded, 
and  for  the  payment  of  which  said  sum 
of  £20  the  plaintiff  has  given  the  de- 
fendant credit  in  his  particulars  of  de- 
mand, actionem  non,  because  the  de- 
fendants now  bring  into  Court  the  sum 
of  13/.  12«.,  ready  to  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  they  further  say  that  they 
were  never  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to 
a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of 
13/.  12s.  in  the  introductory  part  of 
this  plea  mentioned: — Held^  that  the 
plea  was  bad  on  special  demurrer; 
that  it  ought  to  have  shewn  some  an- 
swer as  to  part,  and  pleaded  payment 
into  Court  as  to  the  residue,  ^rmfield 
V.  Burgin^  281 

(6).  Failure  of  Contideration, 

Plea,  to  an  action  by  drawer  against 
an  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
20/.  85.  6c/.,  that  before  the  drawing 
and  acceptance  of  the  bill,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant that  the  plaintiff  should  do  cer- 
tain carpenter's  work  for  the  defendant 
for  £63  ;  that  the  defendant  paid  the 
plaintiff  £43,  in  part  payment  of 
the  £63,  and  afterwards  accepted  the 
bill  of  exchange,  on  account  of  the 
residue  of  the  £63;  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  perform  his  agreement,  but 
neglected  to  perform  some  work,  and 
performed  in  an  unworkmanlike  man- 
ner other  work,  necessary  to  be  done 
under  the  agreement;  and  that  the 
£43  was  more  than  the  whole  work 


done  was  worth  : — ffeld  bad,  on  mo- 
tion for  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto, as  disclosing,  not  a  total  failure 
of  consideration  for  the  biU,  but  only  a 
partial  failure  of  the  consideration, 
to  which  the  money  payment  and  die 
bill  were  alike  applicable.  Trickey  1, 
Lame,  278 

(7).  fn  Debt. 

Debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered 
and  on  an  account  stated.  The  par- 
ticulars claimed  9/.  1 7s.  6d.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded,  as  to  all  except  two 
sums  of  1/.  Os.  6d.  and  8/.  17i.»  nan- 
quam  indebitatus;  as  to  1/.  Oi.  6d., 
payment  into  Court;  and  as  to  8/.  17«m 
a  set-off.  Issue  on  the  first  and  third 
pleas ;  the  plaintiff  took  out  of  Coort 
the  money  paid  iu  under  the  second. 
Semble,  that  upon  this  record  die 
plaintiff  had  nothing  to  prove,  and 
that  the  only  issue  was  on  the  defend- 
ant.    Newhall  V.  Holt,  662 

(8).  In  Detinue. 

The  plea  of  non  detinet  merely  puts 
in  issue  the  fact  of  detention.  If  the 
defence  be  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
possessed  of  the  goods,  or  that  the 
defendant  was  justified  in  detaining 
them,  such  a  defence  ought  to  be  spe- 
cially pleaded.     Richards  v.  Frankumy 

420 

(9).  In  Actions  on  Bills  and  Notes, 

Plea,  to  an  action  of  debt  by  the 
payee    against   the    maker    of  a  pro- 
missory note  payable  on  demand,  that 
the  note  was  given  as  and  for  the  pur- 
chase-money to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
for  land  agreed  to  be  sold  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  defendant,  and  that  no  memo- 
randum   or    note    of  the    contract  in 
writing  was  signed  by  the  defendant, 
or  any  person  lawfully  authorized  by 
hira ;  and  that  there  was  not  any  con- 
sideration or  value  for  the  making  or 
payment  of  the  note,  except  as  afore- 
said : — Held  bad  on  general  demurrer. 
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The  plaintiff  replied,  that  after  the 
making  of  the  contract,  the  liefeadant 
paid  part  of  the  purchase-raoney,  and 
was  let  into  possession,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  had  always  been  ready  and 
willing  to  execute  a  conveyance; — 
Quare,  whether  this  replication  was 
bad  for  multifariousness.  Jones  v. 
Jonei,  84 

III.  RtpUcation. 
(1).  De  injuriA. 

To  an  actioD  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor, 
the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the  bill 
was  drawn  and  accepted  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  B. ;  that  B.  iodoried 
and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
'order  tbat  he  the  plaintiff  should  dis- 
count it  and  pay  the  value  to  B.,  but 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  discount  it  or 
pay  the  value  to  B.,  or  to  the  drawer, 
or  to  the  defendant.  To  this  plea  the 
plaintiff  replied,  de  iajuri&: — Held, 
tbat  the  replication  was  good,  inaa- 
much  as  the  plea  amounted  to  matter 
of  excuse  for  the  nonpayment  of  tbe 
bill. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  also,  that 
after  the  indorsement  and  before  the 
commencemeut  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
indorsed  and  delivered  the  bill  to  a 
person,  whose  name  is  to  the  defend* 
snt  unknown;  and  the  defendant  then 
became,  and  still  is,  liable  to  pay  the 
amount  to  the  said  person  to  wham  it 
was  BO  indorsed,  and  who  from  the 
time  of  that  indorsement  hitherto  has 
been  and  is  the  holder  thereof.  Re- 
plication, that  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement  of  thia  suit  the  plaintiff 
WOB,  and  still  i>,  tbe  holder  of  the  aaid 
bill;  without  this,  tbat  any  other  per- 
BOQ  is  the  holder  thereof,  in  manner 
and  form  as  in  that  plea  is  alleged: — 
Held,  that  this  replication  was  bad,  as 
ibe  traverse  was  too  large,  and  put  in 
issue  tbe  plaintifg  being  the  holder  of 
tbe  bill,  not  only  at  tbe  time  of  the 
it  of  the  suit,  bnt  also  at 


the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded,  which 

was   immaterial.      Basan  v.   Araold, 

559 

(2).   When  a  Departure  from  Deelar- 

1,  In  trover,  the  declaration  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  possessed 
of  tbe  goods  "as  of  hia own  property;" 
and  tbe  replication,  in  answer  to  a 
special  plea  in  justification,  set  up  a 
right  to  the  possession  of  tbem  in  re- 
spect of  a  lien: — Held,  that  this  was 
not  a  departure.  Legg  v,  Evans, 
[and  see  ante,  II.  (9)],  36 

2.  Declaration  in  covenant  by  A., 
the  surviving  lessor  in  a  lease  for 
years,  granted  by  A.,  B.,  and  C,  to 
the  defendant,  on  a  covenant  to  repur 
and  leave  in  repair,  assigning  breaches 
in  not  repairing,  and  in  not  leaving  in 
repair  at  the  end  of  the  term.  Plea, 
that  A.,  B.,  and  C,  from  the  time  of 
making  the  demise  until  the  death  of 
B.,  and  A.  and  C.  afterwards,  had  a 
reversion  for  a  longer  term  of  years, 
expectant  on  the  lease,  and  that  after 
B.'s  death,  and  before  any  breach  of 
covenant,  A.  and  C.  assigned  such  re- 
version to  D.,  and  thenceforward  ceased 
to  have  any  reversion  oi  interest  in  the 
demised  premises.  Replication,  that 
A.,  B.,  and  C.  were  not  nntil  the 
death  of  B.,  nor  were  A.  and  C.  after- 
wards,  poasessed  of  the  said  reversion 
in  the  demised  premises,  in  manner 
and  form  as  alleged  in  the  plea : — Held 
bad,  on  demurrer,  as  being  a  departure 
from  the  declaration.  Green  v.  Jamei, 

656 

IV.  SimiUter. 
Dating. 
Semble,  that  where  a  party  adds  ths 
similiter,  forming  part  of  bis  own 
pleadings,  it  is  a  pleading  within  R. 
H.  T.,  4  Will.  4,  a.  1,  and  most  bear 
a  dale,  or  it  may  be  set  aside  for  ir- 
regularity. Such  irregularity  is  not 
waived  b_y  the  party  to  whom  tbe  issue 
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80  made  up  is  delivered,  omitting  to  I  and  release,  profert  must  be  made  of 
take   that  objection,  on   attending  a    the  release.     Jenkin  ▼.  Peaee^      722 
summons  to  sliew  cause  why  the  action 
should  not  be  tried  before  the  sheriff. 
Middleion  v.  Woods,  136 


V.  Demurrer. 
(1).  When  too  large. 

A  demurrer  commencing,  **  And 
the  defendant  says  that  the  said  de- 
elaroHon  is  insufficient  in  law,"  and 
then  proceeding  to  assign  separate 
causes  of  demurrer  to  each  count  of 
ihe  declaration,  is  in  form  a  demurrer 
to  the  whole  declaration;  and  if  any 
count  be  good,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment,  the  demurrer  being  too 
large.  Parrett Navigation  Co.  v.  Stower^ 

564 

(2).  When  frivolous. 

The  Court  set  aside,  as  frivolous,  a 
demurrer  to  a  count  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change by  indorsee  against  acceptor, 
on  the  ground  that  (after  stating  that 
J.  &  C.  made  the  bill)  it  stated  it  to 
be  payable  to  the  drawers^  order,  not 
then  naming  them:  and  they  refused 
to  let  in  the  defendant  to  plead  a  plea 
which,  as  he  alleged,  shewed  that  the 
bill  was  without  consideration.  Knill 
V.  Stockdale,  478 

VI.  Profert. 

1.  The  plaintiff  alleged  as  an  excuse 
for  not  making  profert  of  a  deed,  that 
it  was  ''in  the  possession  of  certain 
persons,  to  wit,  J.  B.  H.,  &  T.  H.,  who 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  and  thence  hi- 
therto, have  held  and  still  hold  the 
same  by  agreement  theretofore  in  that 
behalf  made  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant:" — Heldf  that  this  was 
not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  the  want  of 
profert,  as  it  did  not  allege  that  the 
party  who  had  possession  of  the  deed 
had  refused  to  produce  it.  HiU  v. 
Marsden,  718 

2.  In  pleading  a  convey anco;  by  lease 


POUND  BREACH. 
See  DisT&xss. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Judge's  Order* 
Pabticulars. 
Process. 

1.  Deposit  in  Lieu  of  BaiL 

Where  a  defendant,  on  being  held 
to  bail  under  a  Judge's  order,  deposits 
with  the  sheriff  the  amount  indorsed  on 
the  writ,  and  10/.  for  c(»ts,  under  the 
43  Geo.  3,  c  46,  s.  2,  and  afierwardi 
allows  those  sums,  with  an  additiooil 
lOL,  to  be  paid  into  Court,  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  have  the  two  former 
sums  paid  out  to  him.  ScherwkuU  v. 
Peronnet,  90 

2.  Service  of  rtUe* 

Service  of  a  rule  by  giving  it  to  the 
defendant's  servant  at  hia  warehouse, 
that  being  his  usual  place  of  business, 
held  insufficient.      Ibotson  v.  Phelps^ 

626 

3.  Service  of  Judge's  Order. 

A  party  obtaining  a  Judge's  order 
ought  to  serve  it  "forthwith,"  i.  e.,be- 
fore  the  opposite  party  can  take  the 
next  step.  And  where  a  party,  at  5 
o'clock  on  the  day  before  the  time  for 
joining  in  demurrer  expired,  obtained 
an  order  for  three  days'  time  to  join 
in  demurrer,  which  was  not  served 
until  two  o'clock  on  the  following  day, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  signed  judgment 
at  the  opening  of  the  office  at  11 
o'clock  on  the  same  morning: — HeU 
that  the  order  had  been  served  too 
late.  Kenney  v.  HuUhinsont         194 

4.  Staying  Proceedings. 

I.  In  an  action  by  the  owners  of 
goods  which  were  on  board  a  vesie], 


PRACTICE. 
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and  were  lost  by  a  collision  with  the 
defendant's  vessel,  the  jury  having 
found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
the  plaintiffs  in  another  action  against 
the  same  defendants  for  the  same  in- 
jury, which  stood  next  in  the  paper  for 
trial,  withdrew  the  record.  The  Court 
refused,  on  the  application  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  first  action,  to  stay  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  until  after  the  trial 
of  the  second,  although  it  was  stated 
on  affidavit  that  material  evidence  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  which  could  not 
be  produced  on  the  former  trial,  would 
be  adduced  on  the  other:  the  Judge 
being  satisfied  with  the  verdict.  Yates 
V.  The  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Com- 
pony,  77 

2.  Where  the  trustees  of  a  lady,  who 
had  authorized  the  defendant  to  re- 
ceive her  rents,  countermanded  his  au- 
thority, and  brought  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  money  received  by  the  de- 
fendant under  that  authority: — Heldf 
that  the  Court  had  no  power  to  order 
the  proceedings  in  the  action  to  be 
stayed,  in  order  to  give  time  to  the 
defendant  to  obtain  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  action.  Fanderstegen  v. 
fVUhanh  457 

5.  Judgment  as  in  Case  of  Nonsuits. 

1.  Issue  joined,  in  a  country  cause, 
in  Michaelmas  Vacation,  and  no  notice 
of  trial  given.  A  motion  for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  in  Trinity 
Term,  is  too  soon ;  for  the  issue  joined 
in  vacation  is  referred  to  the  subse^ 
quenl  term.    Dore  v.  Hayden,      626 

2.  Where,  in  answer  to  a  rule  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  the 
plaintiff  deposed  that  since  action  brought 
he  had  been  informed  by  the  defendant's 
neighbours,  and  which  he  believed  to 
be  true,  that  the  defendant  was  in- 
solvent:— Held^  that  this  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  compel  the  defendant  to  accept 
a  stet  processus,  but  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  a  peremptory  under- 
taking.    Sytnes  ▼•  Jmor,  814 


6.  Setting  aside  Judgment. 

An  affidavit  in  support  of  rule  to  set 
aside  an  interlocutory  judgment,  must 
state  in  express  terms  that  judgment  has 
been  signed:  and  it  was  held  not  to  be 
sufficient  to  state  that  a  rule  to  compute 
had  been  served  on  the  defendant.  ClaS" 
sey  V.  Drayton^  17 

PRESCRIPTION  ACT. 

See  Right  of  Pasturage. 

To  an  action  of  trespass  qu.  cl,  fr., 
the  defendant  pleaded  a  right  of  way 
across  the  locus  in  quo  for  the  occu- 
piers of  B.  field,  on  foot,  and  with  cat- 
tle and  carriages,  enjoyed  as  of  right 
and  without  interruption  for  twenty 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  under  the  stat.  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c. 
71.  The  replication  traversed  so  much 
of  the  alleged  right  of  way  aa  was 
claimed  to  be  used  with  carriages,  and 
as  to  the  residue  of  the  plea,  set  forth 
an  act  of  Parliament  (the  Trent  Navi- 
gation Act,  23  Geo.  3,  c.  48)  under 
which  the  Trent  Navigation  Company, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  twenty 
years,  made  a  haling-path  for  towing 
vessels  along  the  river,  across  the  locus 
in  quo,  into  B.  field ;  that  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  twenty  years,  under 
the  powers  of  another  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, (the  Dunham  Bridge  Act,  11 
Geo.  4,  c.  Ixvi),  another  haling-path 
was  set  out  nearer  to  the  river,  but 
also  across  the  locus  in  quo  and  into 
B.  field,  and  that  thereupon  the  Navi- 
gation Company  abandoned  the  former 
haling-path,  which  thenceforth  ceased 
to  be  used  as  such :  that,  before  and  at 
the  commencement  of  the  twenty  years, 
the  occupiers  of  B.  field  used  and  en- 
joyed as  of  right  and  without  interrup- 
tion, by  virtue  and  under  the  provisions 
of  the  first  act  of  Parliament,  a  way 
along  the  first-mentioned  haling-path, 
across  the  locus  in  quo,  on  foot  and 
with  cattle,  which  right  of  way  ceased 
and  determined  on  l£e  abandonment  of 
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thathaling-path :  but  that  from  that  time 
until  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
the  occupiers  of  B.  fields  claiming  right 
to  the  way  as  a  continuation  of  the 
right  before  enjoyed  by  them  under  the 
act  of  Parliament,  continued  to  use 
the  same  way;  which  way,  and  the 
use  and  enjoyment  thereof  along  the 
haling-path  as  aforesaid,  is  the  same 
way,  and  the  same  use  and  enjoy- 
ment thereof,  as  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned, except  as  to  the  user  with  car- 
riages i—Heldf  on  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  good :  that  it  disclosed 
facts  shewing  that  the  defendants' 
user,  although  as  of  right  and  with- 
out interruption  during  the  twenty 
years,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  &  3 
Will.  4,  c.  71,  ss.  2  &  5,  was  not  such 
as  would,  before  the  statute,  have  been 
sufficient  to  prove  a  claim  by  prescrip- 
tion or  non-existing  grant:  and  that 
those  facts  must  be  replied  specially, 
and  could  not  have  been  given  in  evi- 
dence under  a  traverse  of  the  right 
of  way  alleged  in  the  plea.  Kinloch 
y.  NeoiUf  795 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Stock-broker. 

(1).  False  Representation  by  Agent. 

Assumpsit  for  the  non-performance 
of  an  agreement  to  take  a  ready-fur- 
nished house.  Plea,  that  the  plaintiff 
caused  and  procured  the  defendant  to 
enter  into  the  agreement  by  means  of 
fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  others  in  collusion 
with  him;  on  which  issue  was  joined. 
It  appeared  at  the  trial,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  employed  one  C.  to  let  the 
house  in  question,  and  the  defendant 
being  in  treaty  with  C.  for  taking  it, 
asked  him  "  if  there  was  any  objection 
to  the  house,"  to  which  he  answered 
that  there  was  not;  and  the  defendant 
entered  into  and  signed  the  agreement, 
but  afterwards  discovered  that  the  ad- 
joining house  was  a  brothel,  and  on 


that  ground  declined  to  fnlfil  the  con- 
tract. It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  of  the  existence  of  the  brothel, 
before,  but  C,  the  agent,  did  not:— 
Heldf  (Lord  Ahinger^  C.  B.,  dissen- 
tiente),  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
support  the  plea,  that  the  representt- 
tion  turned  out  to  be  untrue,  but  tbst 
for  that  purpose  it  ought  to  have  been 
proved  to  have  been  fraudulently  made; 
that  as  the  representation  was  not  em- 
bodied in  the  contract,  the  contract 
could  not  be  affected  by  it,  unless  it 
were  a  fraudulent  representation;  ud 
that  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  of 
the  existence  of  the  nuisance,  and  the 
representation  of  the  agent  that  it  did 
not  exist,  were  not  enough  to  consti- 
tute fraud,  so  as  to  support  the  pks. 
Comfoot  V.  Fowke,  858 

(2).  Revocation  of  Assent's  Authority/. 

Case. — The  declaration,  by  assignees 
of  bankrupts,  stated,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  commission-agent  at  Mon- 
treal, and  that  the  bankrupts,  before 
their  bankruptcy,  delivered  to  him  cer- 
tain goods,  which  were  not  to  be  sold 
at  less  than  invoice  prices ;  that  at  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy  a  large  quantity 
of  these  goods  remained  in  the  defend- 
ant's hands  unsold ;  that  the  plaintiffs, 
being  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  di- 
rected the  defendant  not  to  sell  the 
goods  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  un- 
til he  had  rendered  to  them  an  account 
of  the  goods,  and  the  plaintiffs  had 
been  enabled  to  judge,  and  had  deter- 
mined and  given  the  defendant  notice, 
whether  they  would  redeem  the  goods 
without  sale  or  not.  Breach,  that  the 
defendant,  after  the  bankruptcy,  and 
after  he  had  rendered  an  account  of  the 
goods,  sold  them  at  less  than  the  invoice 
prices,  although  the  defendant,  after 
the  rendering  of  the  account,  and  be- 
fore the  sale,  was  required  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  they  gave  him  notice  to  send 
the  goods  to  England^  and  that  they 
would  redeem  them  without  sale.    His 
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defendant  pleaded,  that  after  the  bank- 
rupts had  caused  the  goods  to  be  deli- 
vered to  him,  and  before  and  at  and 
after  their  bankruptcy,  and  whilst  the 
goods  remained  unsold  in  his  hands, 
the  defendant,  for  advances  made  be- 
fore the  bankruptcy,  had  a  lien  upon 
the  goods;  that  the  bankrupts,  before 
their  bankruptcy,  and  afler  the  deli- 
very of  the  goods,  in  consideration  of 
the  advances  by  the  defendant,  agreed 
with  the  defendant  that  he  should  sell 
the  goods  at  the  best  market  prices, 
and  realize  thereon  against  his  said 
advances;  that  the  defendant,  relying 
upon  the  authority  to  him  to  sell  and 
realize  against  his  said  advances,  per- 
mitted his  advances  to  remain  unpaid 
for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  until  and  at  and 
after  the  bankruptcy;  that  after  the 
bankruptcy,  and  after  the  defendant 
had  rendered  an  account  of  the  goods, 
and  whilst  they  were  unsold,  the  plain- 
tiffs did  not  tender  or  offer  to  pay  the 
defendant  his  advances  or  lien,  or  to 
redeem  the  goods  before  the  defendant 
should  part  with  them,  and  the  said 
goods  so  remaining  on  hand  were  then 
deteriorating  and  depreciating  in  price, 
and  the  market  getting  worse;  where- 
fore he,  the  defendant,  exercising  his 
best  judgment  for  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupts,  and  the  plaintiffs  as  assign- 
ees, and  to  realize  his  advances,  after 
he  was  required  to  send  the  goods  to 
London  to  be  redeemed,  sold  the  said 
goods  at  the  best  market  prices,  ac- 
cording to  the  said  authority  of  the 
bankrupts  to  him  in  that  behalf,  using 
his  best  judgment  therein,  as  he  law- 
fully might ;  and  after  giving  credit  for 
the  proceeds  under  such  sale,  there 
atill  remained  due  to  the  defendant  a 
large  sum  of  his  said  advances,  and 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the 
•plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  were  still  in- 
debted in  a  large  amount  on  account  of 
the  advances: — Held^  first,  that  the 
breach  did  not,  by  alleging  that  the 
plaintiffs  gave  the  defendant  notice  to 


send  the  goods  to  England,  render  the 
declaration  bad;  secondly,  that  the 
plea  was  bad,  as  it  shewed  no  consi- 
deration for  any  agreement  which  de- 
prived the  bankrupts  or  the  assignees 
of  their  right  to  revoke  the  authority 
to  the  defendant  to  sell.  Raleigh  v. 
Atkinson,  670 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  Statute  of  Limitations,  (2). 

PROCESS. 

(1).  Writ  of  Summons. 
Amendment  of. 

1.  Where  a  writ  of  summons  was  by 
mistake  dated  the  4th  of  April,  the 
praecipe  being  dated  the  4th  of  May : — 
Held,  that  a  Judge  had  power  to  order 
an  amendment  of  the  writ,  so  as  to 
make  it  correspond  with  the  praecipe. 
Kirk  V.  Dolby,  636 

2.  The  plaintiffs  having  brought  an 
action  of  debt  against  the  defendant, 
obtained  a  distringas  and  proceeded  to 
outlawry.  The  defendant  did  not  ren- 
der to  the  sheriff  on  the  exigent,  but 
before  the  last  proclamation  entered  an 
appearance,  but  without  obtaining  a 
supersedeas.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon 
stayed  all  proceedings  in  the  outlawry; 
but  having  another  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant  on  a  special  con- 
tract, commenced  an  action  of  assump- 
sit against  him,  and  applied  to  his  at- 
torney to  appear  for  him,  which  the 
latter  refused  to  do.  The  plaintiffs 
then  proposed  to  consolidate  the  two 
actions,  by  changing  the  first  writ  in 
debt  into  assumpsit,  so  as  to  include 
both  causes  of  action  in  the  latter. 
This  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  and 
kept  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  being 
served  with  the  writ.  The  Court  re- 
fused to  set  aside  the  appearance  to  the 
first  writ,  or  to  allow  that  writ  to  be 
amended.     Green  v.  Kettleby,      731 


870  PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
(2).  Capiat — Form  of. 
A  writ  of  ca.  m.,  issued  atler  tlie 
passing  of  the  1  8c  2  Vict.  c.  110,  but 
before  the  promulgations  by  tbe  Judges 
of  the  forms  of  writs  of  H.  T.,  3  Vict., 
commanded  the  sheriff  to  take  [he  de- 
fendant to  satisfy  the  debt  and  costs,  to- 
gether with  interest  at  the  rate  of  £4 
per  cent.,  and  [o  have  that  money,  with 
inch  interest,  before  the  Court,  &c., 
ani  to  all  snrh  things  as  by  tbe  statute 
of  1  &  2  Vict,  he  was  authorized 
and  required  to  do  in  that  behalf; — 
Held,  that  the  party  might  alter  the 
writ,  comfcrmably  to  the  additional  re- 
medies given  by  tbe  statute,  although 
no  new  form  had  yet  been  promulgated 
by  the  Judges:  and  that  the  above 
form  of  writ  was  good.  £rdti  v. 
Marti*,  4S0 

(3).  Diatringat. 

1.  Service  of  distringas  on  lunatic. 
Huiig>hreyi  v.  Griffilha,  89 

2.  The  keeper  of  a  lunatic  having 
refused  to  allow  tbe  lunatic  to  be  served 
with  a  writ  of  summons,  tbe  Court 
granted  a  rule  for  a  distringas,  to  be 
served  in  the  first  instance  upon  tbe 
friends  of  the  lunatic,  and  if  they  coold 
not  be  found,  upon  the  keeper.  Bran- 
ion  V,  Mots,  420 

(4).  Wril  of  Sequettration. 
Where  a  writ  of  sequestration  was 
returned  to  this  Court  before  tbe  plain- 
tir$  execution  was  satisfied,  the  Court 
slloffed  it  to  be  taken  off  the  file  and 
sent  back  to  the  Bishop,  in  order  that 
be  might  take  tbe  return  off  the  writ 
and  certify  to  tbe  Court  what  he  had 
done  uuder  it.  The  rule  for  that  pur- 
pose is  absolute  in  the  first 
Alderton  v,  St.  Aubyn, 

PROMISSORT  NOTE. 
See  Bills  and  Notes. 
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See  W*TLBATB. 

RAILWAY  ACT. 
See  Ttkitpike-Roao. 
(1).  Conttmciiemof. 
By  tbe  Mnll  nid  Selby  RailwiyAd, 
6  WilL  4,  c.  Izxx.  s.  69,  it  is  pn- 
vided,  "  that  where  any  part  of  nj 
carriage,  horse,  or  foot  road,  nHwif 
or  tram  road,  qnay,  teharf,  slope  or 
other  nmnntMieatMM,  either  pnbUc  «r 
private,  shall  he  found  necessary  u  be 
cut  through,  raised,  sunk,  taken,  er  m 
much  itgured  as  to  be  impassiUe  h 
inconvenient  for  paisengera,  cattle,  ■ 
carriages,  or  for  tiie  tranaporting,  cen- 
veying,  landing,  ahipping,  or  deposit- 
ing of  any  goods  or  merchandise,  lite 
Company  shall,  at  tfa«ir  own  expense, 
before  any  snch  road,  quay,  wbsr( 
slope,  or  other  commnnication  sballbe 
cut  throngh,  raised,  sunk,  takes,  oria- 
jured  as  aforesaid,  canse  anotbergovd 
and  sufficient  road,  quay,  wharf,  ah^ 
or  other  commnnicatiDa,  as  the  case 
shall  require,  to  be  set  out  and  jatie 
instead  thereof,  aa  convenient  for  pas- 
sengers, &C.,  and  for  transporting,  &C., 
of  goods  and  merchandize,  aa  the  said 
road,  quay,  wharf,  slope,  or  other  com- 
muuication  so  to  be  cut  tbroogb,  raised, 
sunk,  taken,  or  injured  as  aforesaid,  or 
as  near  thereto  as  may  be."  Tbe 
plaintiff  had  a  wharf  on  tbe  river  Huia- 
ber,  between  which  and  tbe  low-water 
mark  tbe  defendants  constructed  their 
railway,  (in  the  line  prescribed  by  the 
act  of  Parliament),  thereby  readeriag 
the  communication  between  the  wbaif 
and  the  river  inconvenient  and  danger- 
ous:— Held,  that  the  plaintifTs  wharf 
was  thereby  injured  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  section,  (which  was  not  con- 
fined to  an  injury  done  bodilif  to  the 
wharf  itself);  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  a  new  wharf  constracted  for  him 
by  tbe  defendants,  and  was  not  boiad 
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to  apply  for  compensation  under  another 
section  of  the  act,  which  empowered  a 
sheriff's  jury  to  assess  the  sum  payable 
for  any  future  temporary,  or  perpetual, 
or  recurring  damages,  done  or  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  taking  of  land  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act. 

Under  what  circumstances  proprie- 
tors of  the  railway,  who  had  parted 
with  their  shares  in  order  to  become 
witnesses  for  the  defendants,  were  com- 
petent, quiBre.  Bell  v.  HuU  and  Selhy 
Railway  Company^  699 

(2).  Construction  of — Action  for  Calls. 

By  the  Edinburgh  and  Leith  Rail- 
way Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cxxi.  s. 
50,  it  is  provided,  that  in  actions  by 
the  Company  for  calls,  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient to  allege,  that  the  defendant,  being 
a  proprietor  of  so  many  shares,  is  in- 
debted to  the  Company  in  such  sum  of 
money  upon  such  shares  belonging  to 
him,  whereby  a  right  of  action  hath 
accrued  to  the  Company  by  virtue  of 
this  act,  without  setting  out  the  special 
matter ;  and  in  such  action  it  shall  only 
be  necessary  to  prove  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  proprietor  at  the  time  of 
making  the  csdls,  that  they  were  in 
fact  made,  and  that  notice  thereof  was 
given  according  to  the  act.  To  a  de- 
cUration  in  the  general  form  given  by 
this  clause,  the  defendant  pleaded  pleas 
denying  notice  of  the  calls  pursuant  to 
the  act,  and  concluding  with  a  verifi- 
cation:— Heldf  that  the  allegation  of 
notice,  that  being  a  fact  necessary  to 
be  proved  in  order  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiffs to  recover,  must  be  taken  to  be 
impliedly  contained  in  the  declaration, 
by  reference  to  the  act  of  Parliament; 
and  therefore  that  the  pleas,  being  in 
denial  of  a  matter  necessarily  implied 
in  the  declaration,  ought  to  have  con- 
cluded to  the  country  and  not  with  a 
verification,  and  were  on  that  ground 
bad  on  special  demurrer. 

Semble,  that  in  such  case,  the  plea 
of  not  indebted  would  sufficiently  put 


in  issue  all  the  matters  required  by  the 
act  to  be  proved  in  support  of  the 
action. 

By  another  section  of  the  act,  (s. 
49),  the  directors  were  empowered  to 
make  the  calls  in  manner  therein  men- 
tioned, and  to  sue  for  them,  in  case 
of  nonpayment,  by  action  of  debt;  or 
otherwise,  in  their  option,  the  pro- 
prietors neglecting  to  pay  the  same 
should  forfeit  all  their  shares  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Company :  provided,  that 
no  advantage  should  be  taken  of  any 
such  forfeiture,  until  notice  thereof 
given  to  the  proprietor  in  manner 
therein  mentioned,  nor  unless  the  same 
should  be  declared  to  be  forfeited  at 
some  general  or  special  meeting  of  the 
Company  within  six  months  after  such 
forfeiture  should  happen,  which  decla- 
ration should  ipso  jure  be  a  forfeiture 
of  the  shares.  To  an  action  of  debt 
for  calls,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that 
by  reason  of  having  neglected  to  pay 
calls  on  his  shares,  they  were,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  act,  declared  by  the 
directors  to  be  foifeited,  and  the  di- 
rectors exercised  and  declared  their 
option,  according  to  the  act,  that  the 
same  should  be  forfeited,  and  the  same 
then  became  and  were  forfeited,  of 
which  the  defendant  had  due  notice, 
and  acquiesced  in  the  forfeiture: — 
Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
plea  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  that  the 
shares  were  declared  to  be  forfeited  at 
a  general  or  special  meeting  of  the 
Company,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act.  EdinburgJh  Letth^ 
and  Newhaven  Railway  Cfnpany  v, 
Hebblewhite,  107 

(3).  Construction  of-^InquisiHon 
under. 

The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway 
Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  xxxvi.  s.  25, 
enabled  the  Company,  in  case  (inter 
alia)  any  person  whose  lands  should 
be  required  for  the  purposes  of  the 
act,  shevldi  for  twenty-one  days^  after 
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notice  in  writing  given  to  him,  neglect 
or  refuse  to  treat,  or  should  not  agree 
with  the  Company,  for  the  sale  of  his 
interest,  to  issue  a  warrant  under  their 
common  seal,  or  under  the  hands  of 
three  at  least  of  the  directors,  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the 
lands  shonld  he,  commanding  him  to 
summon  and  return  a  jury,  who  should 
inquire  of,  assess,  and  give  a  verdict 
for  the  amount  of  money  to  he  paid  for 
the  purchase  of  such  lands,  and  for 
compensation  for  damage  thereto  :  and 
that  the  sheriff  should  accordingly 
give  judgment  for  such  purchase-mo- 
ney, &c.,  which  should  be  binding  and 
conclusive  upon  all  persons ;  fourteen 
days'  notice  being  given  of  the  time 
and  place  of  the  inquiry.  A  sub- 
sequent clause  of  the  act  (s.  242)  en- 
acted, that  the  whole  of  the  sum  there- 
in mentioned  as  the  probable  expenses 
of  making  the  railway,  &c.,  should  be 
subscribed  for  before  any  of  the  powers 
given  by  the  act  in  relation  to  the  com- 
pulsory taking  of  land  for  the  purposes 
'  of  the  railway,  should  be  put  in  force. 

An  inquisition  taken  under  s.  25, 
recited,  that  notice  had  been  given  to 
the  party  that  his  lands  were  required 
by  the  Company  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act,  and  that  he  had  not  within 
twenty-one  days  afterwards  agreed  with 
the  Company  for  the  sale  of  them ;  and 
also  that  fourteen  days*  notice  had 
been  given  of  the  time  and  place  of 
the  inquiry  before  the  sheriff: — Held^ 
in  ejectment  by  this  party  against  the 
Company  for  these  lands,  subsequently 
taken  by  them  under  the  act,  that  the 
inquisition  was  sufficient  in  form,  and 
that  it  need  not  set  forth  that  the 
whole  capital  had  been  subscribed ;  but 
that  if  this  were  the  fact,  it  should 
come  by  way  of  answer  from  the  plain- 
tiff. 

The  57th  section  of  the  act  enacted, 
that  the  lands  to  be  taken  for  the  line 
of  the  railway  should  not  exceed 
iwenty*two  yards  in  breadth^  except 


where  a  greater  breadth  should  be  ne- 
cessary for  waiting-places,  embank- 
ments, cuttings,  &c.  &c. :  and  the  69tli 
section  proTided,  that  the  Company,  is 
making  the  railway  and  other  worki, 
should  not  deviate  from  the  line  de- 
lineated on  the  plan  deposited  with  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  pursuance  of  the 
act,  with  or  without  consent  of  the 
owners  or  occupiers  of  the  lands,  more 
than  100  yards,  and  that  no  deviation 
should  extend  into  the  lands  or  pro- 
perty of  any  person  not  mentioned  ia 
the  book  of  reference  to  the  plan,  un- 
less omitted  by  mistake :  and  the  Cowr 
pany  were  empowered  to  make  soch 
deviations  in  the  section  as  might  be 
necessary  in  consequence  thereof:-^ 
Held,  that  this  section  only  prohibited 
the  Company  from  making  the  substi- 
tuted Une  of  the  railway  itself  at  a 
greater  distance  than  100  yards  from 
the  line  delineated  in  the  plan;  but 
that  it  did  not  prevent  them  from  tak- 
ing lands  at  a  greater  distance  from  it 
than  the  100  yards,  for  the  purpose  of 
embankments,  cuttings,  &c.;  the  in- 
tention of  the  act  being  to  give  the 
Company  the  same  incidental  powers 
with  respect  to  the  deviated  line,  as 
they  had  with  respect  to  the  original 
line. 

Held,  also,  that  a  party  whose  lands 
were  so  taken  could  not  object  that  the 
Company  had  taken,  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, lands  of  another  person  not  men- 
tioned in  the  book  of  reference. 

The  47th  section  of  the  act  enabled 
the  Company,  on  payment  of  such  sum 
as  should  have  been  awarded  by  tbe 
jury  to  the  party,  or,  in  case  (inter 
alia)  he  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
convey  the  lands,  on  payment  of  it 
into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name 
and  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant- 
General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to 
the  credit  of  the  party,  subject  to  tbe 
order  of  the  Court,  to  enter  upon  and 
take  the  lands.  By  the  257th  section, 
tbe  compulsory  powers  of  the  act  were 
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limited  to  t)ie  period  or  two  years  after 

the  passiDg  of  the  act ;  which  expired 
on  the  19tfa  of  May,  1838;  By  a  auh- 
■equent  act,  I  Vict,  e,  xxtI.  (which  re- 
ceived the  royal  assent  12th  June, 
1838)  s.  ),  all  the  powers  and  clauses 
of  the  former  act  were  to  extend  to 
the  works,  SfC,  to  be  done  under  that 
act,  as  if  repeated  and  te-eaacted  in  it. 
S.  2  repealed  s.  47  of  the  former  act. 
S.  12  revived  the  time  limited  by  the 
former  act  for  taking  and  Dsing  lands, 
and  extended  and  enlarged  it  for  three 
years  from  the  expiration  of  the  two 
years  mentioned  in  the  former  act : 
and  s.  14  enacted,  that  upon  payment 
of  such  sums  as  ikould  have  been 
awarded  by  the  jury  into  the  Bank  of 
£ngland,  as  in  the  recited  act  directed, 
the  Company  should  have  power  to 
enter  &c.,  [re-enacting  s.  47  in  terms]. 
An  inquisition  waa  taken  under  the 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  within  the  two  jreara  li- 
tniled  by  that  act.  On  the  11th  of 
June,  1838,  the  Company  obtained  an 
order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  for 
payment  of  the  purchase-money  into 
the  Bank;  and  on  the  21st  they  paid 
it  in  accordingly,  the  plaintiff  not  hav- 
ing in  the  meantime  offered  to  con- 
vey : — Held,  that  these  proceedings 
were  warranted  by  the  1  Vict.  c.  xxvi, 
e.  14,  and  might  be  founded  on  the 
inquisition  taken  under  the  former  act. 
Doe  d.  Payne  v.  Brislol  and  Exeter 
Railway  Co.  320 

RAILWAY  SHARES. 

Conveyance  of. 
The  Brighton  Railway  Act,  1  Vict, 
c.  cxix.  s.  155,  requires  the  convey- 
ance of  shares  to  be  by  writing,  duly 
Stamped,  to  be  under  the  hands  and 
seals  of  both  parties.  The  clause  af- 
terwards calls  the  iuEtrument  a  "deed 
or  conveyance,"  and  a  "  deed  of  aale  or 
transfer:" — WeW,  that  this  conveyance 
must,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  statute,  he 
'  by  deed :  and  therefore  that  an  instru- 
ment  of  transfer  of  shares,  executed 


RIGHT  OF  PASTURAGE.     87» 

by  the  proprietor  of  such  shares,  with 
the  name  of  the  purchaser  in  blank, 
and  handed  over  by  him  to  the  plain- 
tifr,  by  whom,  on  the  sale  of  such 
shares  to  the  defendant,  the  defend- 
ant's name  was  inserted  as  the  pur- 
chaser, was  void.  Hibbletvkile  v. 
M'Morine,  200 

RELEASE. 
See  PLEADiNe,  II,  (5). 

REPUTATION. 

See  Perkt. 

REVERSION. 

See  Pleading,  III,  (2). 

RIGHT  OF  PASTURAGE. 
To  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking 
the  plainlifi^s  cattle  in  an  open  field 
called  P.  &  G.  field,  and  impounding 
them,  the  defendant  pleaded,  firsi,  that 
T.  B.,  and  Ms  ancestors,  had  been  im- 
memorially  used  and  accustomed  to 
have,  for  themselves  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  the  sole  and  several  pas- 
turage in  217  acres  of  P.  &  G.  field, 
in  gross,  for  all  his  and  their  cattle, 
from  the  4th  Sept.  to  the  5th  April'; 
that  T.  B.  in  1755,  by  indenture, 
granted  the  said  pasturage  to  S.  B., 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  that  J. 
B.  (who  claimed  by  descent  from  S> 
B.)  in  1836  demised  the  said  pastur- 
age to  the  defendant,  who  seized  the 
plaintiff's  cattle  because  they  were  de- 
pasturing on  lhe4aid  217  acres.  The 
second  plea  alleged  a  right  of  sole  pas- 
turage, in  gross,  for  thirty  years  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  (under 
the  Stat.  2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  71.  s.  2),iii 
J.  B.  aur)  his  ancestors,  and  a  demise 
from  him  to  the  defendant ;  concluding 
as  in  the  first  plea.  The  replicauon 
traversed  (be  right  of  T.  B.,  as  alleged 
in  [he  first  plea,  and  (he  enjoyment  of 
J.  B.  as  of  right  wiLheut  interruption, 
for  thirty  years,  as  alleged  iu  the  se- 
cond. 
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It  appeared  in  evidence*  that  within 
the  last  twenty  years  encroachments 
had  been  made  by  buildings  and  in- 
closures  on  the  217  acres,  and  that 
above  thirty  acres  had  thus  been  appro- 
propriated,  but  no  encroachments  had 
been  made  on  that  part  of  the  217 
acres  on  which  the  alleged  trespass  was 
committed : — Held,  that  these  interrup- 
tions, being  so  recent,  did  not  disprove 
the  right  of  T.  B.  to  the  pasturage  in 
1755,  as  alleged  in  the  first  plea;  and 
that,  not  having  been  made  on  that  part 
of  the  land  where  the  plaintiff's  cattle 
were  depasturing,  they  were  not  con- 
clusive evidence  of  an  interruption  of 
the  enjoyment  of  that  part  by  J.  B.,  as 
alleged  in  the  second  plea. 

Heldf  also,  1st,  that  recitals  in  a  deed- 
poll  of  the  date  of  1800,  made  by  an 
ancestor  of  the  present  owner  of  the 
pasturage,  and  relating  to  the  pastur- 
age, were  admissible  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  marriages,  deaths,  &c.,  of 
the  ancestors  of  the  owner:  2ndly, 
that  leases  and  agreements  made  by 
the  ancestors  of  the  present  owner,  de- 
mising the  pasturage  in  question,  were 
evidence  to  prove  the  seisin  and  user 
of  T.  B.,  the  grantor,  as  shewing  the 
enjoyment  by  parties  who  claimed  un- 
der him. 

Heldf  also,  that  the  right  of  pastur- 
age alleged  in  the  pleas  was  capable  of 
being  granted  away,  and  did  not  ne- 
cessarily descend  to  the  heir  of  the 
grantor. 

Quaere,  whether  sych  a  right  of  pas- 
turage, in  gross,  be  within  the  5th  sec- 
tion of  the  Prescriptive  Act,  2  &  3 
Will.  4,  c.  7 1 .    Welcome  v.  Upton,  5  36 

RULE  OF  COURT. 
See  Costs,  (2). 

SEDUCTION. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  by 
a  father  for  the  seduction  of  his  daugh- 
ter while  she  was  in  the  domestic  ser- 


vice of  another  person :  althoogh  it 
be  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  she 
was  there  with  the  intention  on  tiie 
part  of  her  father  and  herself  that  she 
should  return  to  her  father's  when  she 
quitted  her  service,  unless  she  should 
go  into  another  service.  Blapnxt  t. 
Hale^f  55 

SEQUESTRATION. 
See  Process,  (4). 

SET-OFF. 
See  Pleading,  II,  (8). 

SEWERS. 
See  Commissioners  of  Seweis. 

S  HERIFF. 

See  Lien. 
Pleading,  II,  (3). 
Writ  of  Trial. 

LiabilUif  oft  under  8  Anne,  c.  14« 

Case  against  a  sheriff.  The  firrt 
count  was  framed  upon  8  Anne,  c  14, 
s.  1,  for  seizing  the  goods  of  a  tenant 
in  execution,  without  leaving  enou^  to 
pay  the  landlord  a  year's  rent  then  doe, 
and  of  which  arrear  the  defendant  had 
notice;  and  stated,  that  the  defendant 
took  the  goods  of  T.,  the  tenant  of  the 
plaintiff,  under  a  fi.  fa.  issued  against 
T.  at  the  suit  of  6.  This  was  not  tra- 
versed by  the  pleas,  and  no  other  exe- 
cution appeared : — Held,  That  the  con- 
nexion of  the  party  who  was  shewn  to 
have  seized  the  goods  with  the  defend- 
ant, sufficiently  appeared,  without  pro- 
ducing any  warrant  from  the  defendant 
to  that  party. 

The  second  count  was  in  trover  for 
seizing  the  same  goods.  The  plaintiff 
put  in  a  bill  of  sale  of  them,  which  had 
been  delivered  to  him  by  his  tenant  be- 
fore any  rent  was  due.  The  tenant 
had  remained  in  possession  as  before. 
The  jury  found  the  hill  of  sale  fnudvf 
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lent:— /feM,  that  althoagh  the  bill  of 
sale  might  still  be  Talid  against  the 
plaintiff  as  a  party  to  it,  though  void  as 
to  other  creditors,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
prevented  from  recovering  on  the  first 
count,  that  being  distinct  from  the  se- 
cond.    Reedy.  Thoyts,  410 

SHERIFFS. 

Transfer  of  Writs  to  succeeding 
Sheriff. 

In  the  year  1837  two  writs  of  fi. 
fa.,  one  at  the  suit  of  S.  for  £1034, 
the  other  at  the  suit  of  C.  for  £530, 
were  issued  against  the  West  Cork 
Mining  Company,  and  lodged  with  the 
sheriff  of  Surrey,  who  seized  goods  of 
the  company  to  a  large  amount.  Pro- 
ceedings in  Chancery  were  then  insti- 
tuted by  the  Company,  and  injonctions 
granted  to  restrain  the  sheriff  from 
selling  the  goods,  but  he  nevertheless 
sold  them,  and  they  realized  £1370, 
which  he  paid  into  his  banker's  hands 
to  the  account  of  the  sheriff.  On  the 
6th  of  June,  1839,  (the  proceedings 
in  Chancery  being  still  pending),  the 
plaintiff  issued  a  fi.  fa.  against  the  Com- 
pany, directed  to  the  defendant,  the 
sheriff  for  that  year,  and  gave  him  no- 
tice of  the  former  levy.  On  the  8th 
of  August  the  proceedings  in  Chancery 
terminated;  the  result  of  which  was, 
that  the  debts  of  S.  and  E.  were  re- 
duced to  £545,  which  reduced  amount 
was  paid  over  to  them  by  the  sheriff, 
and  the  residue,  ;£825,  paid  over  to 
the  Company,  and  the  sheriff  returned 
nulla  bona  to  the  plaintiff's  execu- 
tion. The  same  person  acted  as  under- 
sheriff  in  the  years  1837,  1838,  and 
1839: — Heldf  in  an  action  for  a  false 
return,  that  the  present  defendant  was 
not  liable,  inasmuch  as  the  former  writs 
were  wholly  executed  by  the  seizure 
and  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  sheriff  in 
1837,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be 
transferred  to  the  present  defendant 
under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  99«  s.  7,  as 


writs  "not  wholly  executed ;**  and  that 
he  was  not  rendered  liable  by  having 
employed  the  same  under-sheriff. 

Held,  also,  that  the  balance  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  goods  after  satisfying 
the  two  former  executions,  constituted 
a  debt  from  the  sheriff  who  levied  in 
1837  to  the  Company,  and  as  such 
could  not  be  taken  in  execution  under 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  6.  12.  Harrison 
V.  Paynter^  387 

SHIPPING. 

(I).  Liability  of  Charterer  for  Z)e- 

murrage. 

The  charterer  of  a  ship  for  the  con- 
veyance of  a  cargo  from  a  foreign  port, 
is  not  liable  to  the  owner  for  Uie  una- 
voidable detention  of  the  ship  by  the 
frost,  after  the  completion  of  the  load- 
ing.    Pringle  v.  moUett,  80 

(2).  Authority  of  Master* 

The  master  of  a  ship  has  authority 
by  law  to  pledge  the  credit  of  his  owner 
resident  in  England,  for  money  ad- 
vanced to  the  master  in  an  English 
port  where  the  owner  has  no  agent,  if 
such  advance  of  money  was  necessary 
for  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage;  and 
whether  it  was  so  or  not  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.     Arthur  y.  Barton, 

138 

SMUGGLING  ACTS. 

An  information  aUeged  the  seizure 
of  a  certain  vessel,  being  a  foreign 
vessel,  for  being  found  within  a  league 
of  the  coast  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
*'  the  said  vessel  having  had  on  board 
certain  spirits,  the  said  spirits  not  being 
in  casks  or  packages  containing  twenty 
gallons  each  at  the  least  respectively , 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
that  case  made  and  provided;  whereby, 
and  by  force  of  the  statutes  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  the  said  vessel  &q. 
became  and  was  forfeited.**    By  the  3 
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&  4  Will.  4,  c.  58,  8.  2,  it  is  provided, 
that  vessels  found  within  a  league  of 
the  coast  of  the  United  Kingdom,  hav- 
ing on  hoard  any  spirits  not  being  in  a 
cask  or  package  containing  forty  gal- 
lons  at  the  least,  shall  be   forfeited. 
The  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  60,  s.  4,  enacts, 
^'That  the  said  restrictions  shall  not 
extend  to  any  such  spirits  in  casks  of 
not  less   than  twenty  gallons.*'     The 
58th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c. 
52,  renders  certain  goods  subject  to  re- 
strictions or  importation,  and  amongst 
them  specifies,  **  spirits,  not  being  per- 
fumed or  medicinal  spirits:*' — Heldj 
first,  that  the  information  was  not  bad 
by  reason  of  the  introduction  of  the 
words  **  each  "  and  **  respectively,"  al- 
though those  words  were  not  in  the 
statute;  secondly,  that,  as  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  60,  s.  4,  repealed  sect.  2  of 
the  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  only  as  related  to 
the  number  of  gallons,  the  information 
was  not  bad  for  alleging  the  offence  to 
have  been  committed  against  the  form 
of  the  statute;  thirdly,  that  the  infor- 
mation was  not  bad  for  alleging  the  for- 
feiture to  have  accrued  by  force  of  the 
statutes,  since   the   words,  "whereby, 
and   by   force   of  the   statutes,**  &c., 
might  be  rejected  as  surplusage;  fourth- 
ly, that,  as  the  information   was   not 
framed  on  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52, 
8.  58,  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  that 
the  spirits  seized  were  not  "  perfumed 
or  medicinal  spirits."     Attorney-Gen- 
eral V,  Le  Revert,  405 

STATUTE, 

See  Limitation  Act. 
Railway  Act. 
Stock-broker. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

Variation  of  Written  Contract  by  Parol. 

The  terms  of  a  written  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods,  faUing  within  the 
operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  can- 


not be  varied  or  altered  by  parol;  and 
where  a  contract  for  the  bai^n  and 
sale  of  goods  is  made,  stating  a  time  for 
the  delivery  of  them,  an  agreement  to 
substitute  another  day  for  that  purpose 
must,  in  order  to  be  valid,  be  in  writ- 
ing.    Marshall  v.  Lynn^  109 

STATUTE  OF   LIMITATIONS. 

(1).  Runnmg  of. 

It  is  no  answer  to  a  plea  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,  that,  after  the  cause 
of  action  accrued,  and  after  the  statute 
had  begun  to  run,  the  debtor,  within 
the  six  years,  died,  and  that  (by  reason 
of  litigation  as  to  the  right  to  probate) 
an  executor  of  his  will  was  not  ap- 
pointed, until  after  the  expiration  of  the 
six  years,  and  that  the  plaintiff"  sued 
such  executor  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  probate  granted.  Rhodes  v.  Sme- 
thurstt  351 

(2).  Operation  in  Action  by  Surety. 

By  a  promissory  note,  £.  H.,  W.  D., 
&  J.  H.,  jointly  and  severally  promised 
to  pay  to  J.  E.  £300,  with  interest. 
W.  D.  having  afterwards  paid  J.  £. 
£280  on  account  of  the  note,  J.  E. 
made  the  following  indorsement  upon 
it : — "  Received  of  W.  D.  the  sum  of 
£280,  on  account  of  the  within  note, 
the  £300  having  been  originally  ad- 
vanced to  E.  H."  In  an  action  brought 
by  W.  D.,  who  had  paid  the  whole 
amount  due,  against  J.  H.,  to  recover 
contribution  from  him  **  as  a  co-sure- 
ty :" — Held,  that  the  indorsement  was 
admissible  in  evidence,  to  prove  not 
only  the  payment  of  the  £280,  but  also 
that  the  money  was  originally  advanced 
to  E.  H.  as  principal. 

The  amount  of  principal  and  interest 
was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  more  than  six 
years  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  with  the  exception  of  £30,  which 
was  paid  by  him  within  that  period. 
The  Statute  of  Limitations  having  been 
pleaded: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
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entitled  to  recover  only  to  the  extent 
of  £30  which  had  been  paid  within  the 
six  years,  and  that  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations was  a  bar  to  the  rest,  as  the 
right  of  action  attached  as  soon  as  the 
plaintiff  had  paid  more  than  his  pro- 
portion. 

Held^  also,  in  an  action  on  the  same 
note  against  E.  H.,  the'  principal,  that 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  a  bar  to 
all  except  £30,  as  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  of  action  against  the  principal  the 
moment  he  paid  anything,  for  so  much 
money  paid  to  his  use.  Davies  y. 
Humphreys,  153 

(3).  Part  Payment. 

The  plaintiff,  an  attorney,  had  done 
professional  business  of  various  kinds 
for  the  defendant,  in  1827«  and  several 
subsequent  years.  In  July,  1832,  the 
defendant  having  been  a  witness  on  a 
lunacy  inquiry,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
was  concerned  as  solicitor,  the  plaintiff 
wrote  to  him  to  ask  what  were  his  ex- 
penses on  that  occasion.  The  defend- 
ant, in  reply,  requested  the  plaintiff  to 
allow  what  was  usual,  and  place  the 
same  to  his  (the  defendant's)  account. 
In  March,  1833,  the  plaintiff  wrote  to 
the  defendant,  informing  him  that  the 
sums  allowed  were  21,  2s.  and  10^.  6d., 
inclosing  receipts  for  those  sums,  for 
the  defendant's  signature,  and  conclud- 
ed, "I  will  give  you  credit  for  the  sums 
in  my  account  against  you,  agreeably 
to  your  note  of  the  21st  July  last." 
The  defendant  returned  the  receipts 
signed  by  him,  and  the  2L  2s.  and 
lOs.  6d,,  were  paid  to  the  plaintiff  on 
the  production  of  those  receipts.  In 
1838,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant a  bill  of  costs,  amounting  to 
£289,  the  first  item  being  in  1827, 
and  the  two  last  in  1830  and  1831. 
These  two  were  charges  for  £3  and  £5, 
cash  lent;  the  rest  of  the  bill  was  for 
professional  business.  In  an  action  on 
this  bill,  commenced  in  Jan.  1839: — 
Held,  that  the  letters  given  in  evidence 


did  not  sufficiently  shew  that  the  21.  2s, 
and  10^.  6d.  were  paid  in  part  dis- 
charge of  the  debt  for  which  the  action 
was  brought,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  as  to  any 
part  of  the  demand.    Waugh  v.  Cope, 

8^4 

STOCK-BROKER. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit,  in  £5,000,  for 
certain  £3  per  cent,  stock  alleged  to 
be  sold,  and  caused  to  be  transferred,  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  by 
the  defendant  duly  accepted.  Pleas 
— 1st,  non  assumpsit;  2nd,  that  the 
defendant  did  not  accept  the  stock  from 
the  plaintiff.  At  the  trial  it  appeared 
that  one  T.,  a  stock-broker,  had  ap- 
plied to  the  plaintiff,  a  stock-jobber, 
for  the  purchase  of  stock  to  the  amount 
of  £5,000  for  the  defendant.  The  plain- 
tiff, not  having  any  stock  of  his  own, 
applied  to  W.,  who  agreed  to  transfer, 
and  did  accordingly  transfer,  stock 
standing  in  his  name  to  the  defendant. 
Evidence  was  given  that  it  was  the 
usage  on  the  Stock  Exchange  to  give 
credit  to  the  broker,  even  although  the 
principal  were  disclosed;  though  cre- 
dit is  sometimes  given  to  the  principal, 
and  his  cheque  taken,  where  the  bro- 
ker's credit  is  not  thought  sufficient: — 
Held,  that  under  these  circumstances 
the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  leaving 
it  to  the  jury  to  consider,  whether  the 
plaintiff  sold  the  stock  on  the  credit  of 
T.,  and  T.  only,  or  on  the  credit  and 
responsibility  of  the  principal,  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  jury  having  found  the 
latter,  that  the  verdict  was  right: — 

Held,  also,  that  although  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  in  possession  of  the  stock 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  transfer,  he 
could  maintain  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  the  price  of  it :  and  that  the  con- 
tract was  not  prohibited  by  the  stat. 
7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8,  as  that  only  ap- 
plies to  fictitious  sales  of  stock,  and 
not  to  cases  where  the  stock  is  actually 
transferred,  although  the  seller  was 
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not  possessed  of  it  at  the  time  of  the 
contract. 

A  witness  having  heen  called  to 
prove  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that, 
immediately  after  the  transfer  had 
taken  place,  the  plaintiff  requested  T. 
to  give  him  the  cheque  of  his  prin- 
cipid: — Heldt  that  this  evidence  was 
a^issihle,  not  as  amounting  to  an  ad- 
misaion*  hut  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

In  order  to  prove  the  acceptance  of 
the  stock  hy  the  defendant,  evidence 
was  adduced  that  T.,  and  a  person  un- 
known to  the  clerk  in  the  Bank,  came 
there  with  T.  and  made  an  entry  of 
his  acceptance  of  the  stock,  and  a  wit- 
ness was  then  called  who  proved  that 
he  had  inspected  the  Bank  hooks,  and 
that  the  signature  to  the  acceptance  of 
the  stock  was  in  the  defendant's  hand- 
writing i^^Held,  that  this  evidence  was 
admissible  to  prove  the  acceptance  of 
the  stock  hy  the  defendant,  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  that  the  Bank  hooks 
themselves  should  l}e  produced,  they 
not  being  removable  on  the  ground  of 
public  convenience. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  seve- 
ral letters,  containing  accounts  between 
the  defendant  and  T.,  were  offered  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  a 
debt  from  T.  to  the  defendant  to  the 
amount  of  the  stock  transferred.  Other 
evidence  had  been  given  which  shewed 
that  fact  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  admitted  in 
his  reply,  that  the  existence  of  the 
debt  from  T.  to  the  defendant  had 
been  sufficiently  established.  The  de- 
fence turned  on  a  point  collateral  to 
this  question.  This  evidence  having 
been  rejected: — Heldf  that  rejection 
of  it  did  not  form  a  sufficient  ground 
for  a  new  trial. 

Held,  also,  that  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration,  of  the  acceptance  of 
stock  from  the  plaintiff,  was  suffi- 
ciently shewn,  although  made  through 
the  medium  of  W.  Mortimer  v. 
M*  Calkin,  58 


SUBPOENA. 
See  Witness,  II. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 
See  Writ  of  Error. 

TOLLS. 
See  Distress. 

TROVER. 
See  Pawnbrokers'  Act. 
Sheriff. 

TURNPIKE-ROAD. 

By  a  local  act,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  s.  Ixxi., 
(the  London  and  Southampton  Rail- 
way Act),  it  is  enacted,  that  in  ill 
cases  where  the  Railway  shall  crou 
any  turnpike  rtxidf  snch  tompike-road 
shall  be  rused  or  sunk  by  and  at 
the  expense  of  the  Company,  so  as  the 
same  shall  pass  over  the  said  railway, 
or  that  the  said  railway  shall  pass  over 
the  said  turnpike  road : — Held^  that  a 
road  on  which  toll-gates  are  by  lav 
erected,  and  tolls  taken  thereat,  is  a 
turnpike-road,  within  the  meaning  of 
that  act.  Company  of  Proprietors  of 
Northam  Bridge  and  Roads  v.  London 
and  Southampton  Railway  Co.,     428 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  intended  pur- 
chaser against  the  vendor  of  an  estate, 
the  declaration  stated  articles  of  agree- 
ment between  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff,  whereby  the  defendant  in  con- 
sideration of  £2115,  agreed  that  he 
would,  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of 
March  next,  well  and  effectually  con- 
vey the  estate  to  the  plaintiff  &c., 
with  a  good  title;  and  the  plaintiff 
agreed,  that,  on  the  said  25th  day  of 
March,  on  having  such  conveyance,  he 
would  pay  the  defendant  the  purchase- 
money  ;  and  that  in  case  the  purchase 
should  not  be  completed  on  the  said 
25th  day  of  March,  the  plaintiff  was 
to  pay  interest  on  the  purchase-money 
before  it  was  completed.  Breach,  that, 
although  the  plaintiff  was  always,  from 
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the  making  of  the  agreement  until  and 
upon  the  said  25th  day  of  March, 
ready  and  willing  to  accept  a  convey- 
ance, and  to  pay  the  purchase-money, 
whereof  the  defendant  had  notice  &c. ; 
yet  the  defendant  did  not,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  or  at  any 
other  time  whatsoever,  make  a  good 
title  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  estate,  nor 
had  he  at  any  time  any  snch  title,  &c. : 
alleging  damage  hy  expenses  incurred 
in  investigating  the  title,  and  loss  of 
interest  on  the  purchase-money  while 
lying  at  a  banker's : — Held,  that  upon 
this  declaration  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  for  any  expenses  or  loss  of  in- 
terest subsequent  to  the  25th  of  March. 
Metcalfe  v.  Fowler,  830 

2.  A  declaration  in  covenant  by  the 
vendor  against  the  intended  purchaser 
of  lands,  for  nonpayment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money according  to  the  contract, 
need  not  aver  that  the  plaintiff  offered 
a  conveyance  to  the  defendant;  it  is 
sufficient  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff 
has  always  been  ready  and  unUing  to 
execute  a  conveyance ;  inasmuch  as,  in 
the  absence  of  an  express  stipulation 
to  the  contrary,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  pur- 
chaser to  prepare  the  conveyance,  and 
tender  it  to  the  vendor  for  execution. 

By  articles  of  agreement,  reciting 
that  the  defendant  had  contracted  wi^ 
J.,  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
other  owners  of  the  property,  for  the 
purchase  of  the  lands  therein  mention- 
ed, the  defendant  covenanted  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  several  other  parties 
beneficially  interested,  to  perform  such 
contract  by  paying  the  purchase-money 
on  a  certain  day,  &c. — Held,  that  this 
covenant  was  several,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  might  sue  alone  for  the  non- 
payment of  his  share  of  the  purchase- 
money,  without  joining  the  other  par- 
ties beneficially  interested.  Poole  v. 
Hill,  835 

VENUE. 

An  affidavit  to  bring  back  the  venue, 
made  by  the  plaintiff's  wife,  is  insuffi- 


cient, unless  it  appear  that  the  hus- 
band was  too  ill  to  attend  before  a  com- 
missioner to  make  one,  and  that  the 
wife  is  fully  acquainted  with  the  nature 
and  particulars  of  the  action.  The 
proper  person  to  make  the  affidavit, 
under  such  circumstances,  is  the  plain- 
tiff^s  attorney.  Williams  v.  Higgs,  133 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY. 

(1).  Attestation. 

1 .  A  warrant  of  attorney  is  not  vitiated 
by  the  fact  that  the  name  of  the  attor- 
ney who  attests  it  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant was  first  suggested  by  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  if  he  was  expressly 
adopted  by  the  defendant  as  his  attor- 
ney for  that  purpose.  A  defendant 
may  apply  to  set  aside  a  warrant  of 
attorney  and  the  judgment  thereon,  on 
the  ground  of  a  non-compliance  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  s.  9,  although  he  have  become 
bankrupt  since  the  execution  of  it. 
Taylor  v.  Nicholls,  91 

2.  Where,  on  the  execution  of  a 
warrant  of  attorney,  one  attorney  only 
was  present,  and  attested  it  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  who  had  acted  on 
previous  occasions  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
who  made  out  his  bill  for  the  obtaining 
and  preparation  of  the  warrant  of  at- 
torney to  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  held 
that  he  was  not  such  an  attorney  "  at- 
tending on  behalf  of  the  defendant," 
as  to  satisfy  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  1 10, 
s.  9,  and  set  aside  the  warrant  of  at- 
torney.    Sanderson  v.  Westley,      98 

3.  The  defendant  having  agreed  to 
give  the  plaintiffs  a  warrant  of  attorney 
to  secure  his  debt  to  them,  the  plaintiffs 
employed  P.,  an  attorney,  to  prepare 
it.  P.  called  with  it  on  the  defendant, 
and  told  him  it  must  be  signed  in  the 
presence  of  some  professional  man,  and 
that  he  should  procure  Mr.  S.  to  attest 
it ;  and  the  defendant  acccordingly  went 
to  procure  S.'s  attendance,  but  met  him 
in  the  street,  when  P.  told  him  they 
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were  coming  to  bis,  S.'s  ofiice»  that  he 
might  witness  the  execution  of  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  by  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  then  suggested  that  they  had 
better  go  to  P.'s  office,  which  was 
nearer.  They  went  there  accordingly ; 
P.  placed  the  paper  in  S.'s  hands,  and 
S.  then  read  over  and  explained  the 
warrant  of  attorney  to  the  defendant, 
and  asked  him  whether  he  wished  him 
to  witness  the  execution  of  it  as  his  at- 
torney. The  defendant  replied  that  he 
did,  and  then  he  signed  it,  and  S. 
attested  it;  P.  offered  to  pay  S.  for  his 
attendance,  but  he  said,  as  it  would 
come  out  of  the  defendant's  pocket,  he 
should  make  no  charge ;  for  which  the 
defendant  expressed  himself  obliged: 
— Held,  that  S.  was  not  expressly 
named  by  the  defendant  and  attend- 
ing on  his  behalf,  so  as  to  satisfy  the 
Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  9;  and 
the  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment 
signed  thereon  were  set  aside. 

Semble,  that  this  is  an  objection 
which  cannot  be  waived  by  the  de- 
fendant.    Oripper  v.  Bristow,       807 

WAY. 

See  Prescription  Act. 
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Reservation  of,  what  it  includes. 

By  a  deed,  dated  in  1630,  the 
grantor  conveyed  in  fee  farm,  land  in 
the  manor  of  A.,  in  the  county  of  Nor- 
thumberland, **  excepting  and  reserved 
out  of  the  grant  all  mines  of  coals 
within  the  fields  and  territories  of  A. 
aforesaid,  together  with  sufficient  way- 
leave  and  stayleave  to  and  from  the 
said  mines,  with  liberty  of  sinking  and 
^^%&^^  pit  and  pits:"  with  a  covenant 
by  the  grantees  that  they,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  /*  should  give  such  accus- 
tomed recompense  for  digging  and 
breaking  the  ground  within  A.  afore- 
said, in  which  any  pits  should  there- 
after happen  to  be  sunk  and  wrought 


as  formerly  had  been   usually  given 
and  allowed  there  in  like  cases." 

By  another  deed  of  the  same  date, 
the  same  parties  conveyed  in  fee-farm, 
to  other  persons,  lands  in  the  manor  of 
H.  (adjoining  A.)  with  a  like  exception, 
reservation,  and  covenaot. 

Quare,  whether  under  this  reser- 
vation of  a  *'  sufficient  wayleave,*'  the 
coal-owner  had  now  a  right  to  make  a 
railway^  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
the  coals  from  the  mines  for  shipment, 
with  cuttings  and  embankments,  and 
fenced  in  so  as  to  exclude  the  owner 
of  the  soil. 

Held,  however,  that  the  right  wu 
not  confined  to  such  ways  as  were  in 
use  at  the  time  of  the  grant. 

Held,  also,  that  under  the  reserva- 
tion of  liberty  of  sinking  pits,  the  ngbt 
of  erecting  a  steam-engine,  and  other 
machinery  necessary  for  draining  them, 
with  all  proper  accessaries,  passed  as 
incident  thereto. 

Held,  also,  that  under  the  reserva- 
tion in  the  former  deed,  the  coal-owoer 
could  not  carry  over  A.  coals  got  in 
H.,  although  from  part  of  the  same 
mineral  field. 

To  an  action  of  trespass  for  break- 
ing the  plaintiff^s  close,  and  laying  a 
railroad  thereon,  the  defendant  justified 
under   the    reservation    in    the  above 
deeds.     The  plaintiff  new  assigned  to 
the  plea,  that  the  trespasses  were  com- 
mitted on  other  and  different  occasions, 
and  to  a  greater  extent  than  was  ne- 
cessary,  and  for   other   and  different 
purposes,   and  on    other  parts  of  the 
close;  to  which  there  was  judgment  by 
default: — Held,  that,  on  these  plead- 
ings, the  plaintiff*  could   not   dispute 
that  some  species  of  railroad  was  within 
the  reservation,  but  that  the  question 
was,   whether  the   railroad  was   con- 
structed in  a  direction  or  in  a  manner 
unauthorized  by  the  reservation.  Dani 
V.  Kingscote,  174 

WHARF. 
See  Railway  Act,  (1). 
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WITNESS. 

See  Attorney,  4. 

I.  Competency. 

(1).  Of  Wife  of  Bankrupt. 

In  an  action  brought  by  the  as- 
signees of  a  bankrupt  for  money  had 
and  received  to  their  use,  the  wife  of 
the  bankrupt,  who  has  not  obtained  his 
certificate,  (but  has  released  his  as- 
signees), is  not  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money 
to  the  defendant  by  the  bankrupt  after 
his  bankruptcy.    Williams  v.  WiUiams, 

170 

(2).  Of  Comaker  of  Note. 

In  an  action  by  the  payee  against 
one  of  three  makers  of  a  joint  and  se- 
veral promissory  note,  another  of  the 
makers  was  caUed  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  stated  on  his  examina- 
tion on  the  voir  dire,  that  the  note  had 
been  given  by  the  defendant  as  princi- 
pal, and  that  it  was  signed  by  himself 
and  the  other  maker  as  sureties: — 
Held,  that  the  witness  was  competent. 
Page  v.  Thomas,  733 

II.  Action  against  for  disobeying  Sub" 

poena. 

In  an  action  against  a  party  for  not 
appearing  to  give  evidence  in  obedience 
to  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant was  called  on  his  subpoena  by 
the  officer  of  the  Court,  if  it  be  shewn 
by  other  satisfactory  evidence  that  he 
was  not  present  at  the  proper  time 
ajid  place  when  he  was  required  to  give 


evidence ;  or  even  that  he  was  absent 
when  the  cause  wis  called  on  for  trial, 
under  such  circumstances  that  he  could 
not  have  been  forthcoming  when  re- 
quired to  give  evidence,  ^d  in  such 
case  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  sworn  and  the  plain- 
tiff nonsuited;  it  is  sufficient  if  he 
withdrew  the  record,  being  unable  safely 
to  go  to  trial  in  the  absence  of  the  wit- 
ness.    Lament  v.  Crook,  615 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

Supersedeas. 

A  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  is  not  a 
supersedeas  in  itself,  but  it  prevents 
the  party  who  has  obtained  judgment 
from  taking  out  execution,  except  by 
leave  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge.  Semple 
v.  Turner,  152 

WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 
See  Process,  (1). 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 

Authority  of  Sheriff  under. 

Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  before 
the  sheriff,  under  the  Writ  of  Trial  Act, 
a  verdict  was  by  consent  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  reference,  both 
parties  consenting  that  the  arbitrator 
should  have  power  to  order  a  verdict 
to  be  entered  for  either  party,  the 
Court  set  aside  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment, though  not  the  award,  on  the 
ground  that  the  sheriff  was  bound  to 
try  the  cause,  and  could  not  delegate 
his  authority  to  another.  Wilson  v. 
Thorpe,  721 


END   OP   VOL.    VI. 


VOL.  VI. 


N  N  N 


M.  W. 


I 


it  -1 


-  1 


•  ♦, 


